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PREFACE 
TO LOEB PLOTINUS VI-VII 


Tho tox: of these volumes corresponds to that of 
the third volume of the revised editio minor of Henry 
and Schwyzer (Plotini Opera III, Oxford Classical 
Texts, 1982), with correction of printers’ errors and a 
fow changos in punctuation, oxcopt in the following 
places, where the changes are indicated in the 
critical notes: 


vol. VI vol. VII 
VI 1. 12. 38 VI.T. 1. 48-9 
.5.5 VI. 7. 7. 25 
. 9.21 VI. 7. 7. 26-8 
. 4.36 VL8.1.7 
3.15 VI.8. 14.19 
. 8. 29-31. VI. 8. 18. 29 
. 10. 44 VI. 8. 21. 23 


. 12. 6 


Indices have not been provided. The availability of 
the recently published Lexicon Plotinianum (by J. H. 
Sleeman and Gilbert Pollet: Leiden and Leuven 
1980) makes the provision of a selective word-index 
unnecessary and likely to be misleading; and the 
Index Fontium in Plotini Opera III (see above), while 
not complete, is very extensive and must be referred 
w by anyone seriously interested in tie suurces uf 
Plotinus; work on its revision and expansion is 
continuing. 


PREFACE 
The preparation of Volumes VI ard VII for publi- 
cation has been assisted by grants from the British 
Academy and the Leverhulme Trust, which are 
gratefully acknowledged. 


A. H. ARMSTRONG. 
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VI. 1-3. ON THE KINDS OF BEING 


Introductory Noie 


THE work on the Categories (Nos. 42-44 in the 
chrenological order) was composed late in Plotinus' 
writing life, towards the ond of the six years during which 
Porphyry was with him (Life ch. 5). It is difficult not to feel 
as one reads it that he did not find the subject very 
congenial. In the first of the three treatises into which 
Porphyry has divided the work (Porphyry's editorial 
divisions correspond exactly here to the real divisions of 
the subject-matter, as they do not always do elsewhere) 
Plotinus seems to be doing kis duty as a Platonic 
philosopher by making his contribution to the traditional 
polemic which sume Platonists had been engaged in vinco, 
probably, the first century B.C. against the category- 
doctrine of Aristotle and the Peripatetics and to the joint 
attack by Peripatetics and Platonists on Stoic category- 
doctrine which had been going on since about the same 
period. (There were other Platonists, nctably Alcinous (or 
Albinus) in the second century AD. who took a more 
positive attitude which finally prevailed in the Platonic 
school, with Porphyry and Iamblichus.) 

In the first twenty-four chapters of VI. 1 Flotinus svens 
Ww le very much dependent on the polemic against the 
Aristotelian categories of the Platonist of the second 
century AD. Nicostratus (who took over the work of an 
otherwise unknown Lucius), ahont which we know 
something from the Commentary on the Categories of 
Simplicius: the passages of this which are relevant to the 
textof Plotinus are printed in the editio maior of Henry and 
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Schwyzer. In the last six chapters o the treatise it is likely 
that he is making use of the anti-Stoic polemic of the 
Peripatetic Andronicus, the editor of Aristotle in the first 
century D.C. and his pupil Boethus. Ancient philosophers 
are not at their best in polemic, and Plotinus and his 
Platonic and Peripatetic sources are no exceptions. Very 
much of the criticism is carping, superficial and 
Lendentious, and there is very little attempt to understand 
the positions of Aristotle and theStcics or to discover what 
they are really trying to do. The philosophical point of view 
is throughout that of Platonism as Plotinus understood it. 
Aristotle is treated as if he were a bad and metaphysically 

i nt Plalowinl, aml (he Blois as gross and crude 
materialists. (Plotinus can sometimes understand Aristotle 
at a very much deeper level, and, even when he is 
crilicising him, develop genuinely Aristotelian thoughts: 
and his own thought. in some areas is much influenced by 
Stoicism, in ethics andin his understanding of the organic 
unity cf the universe.) 

VI. 2is on a considerably higher level and must rank as 
one of the major works of Plotinus on the One-Being, the 
Divine Intellect, Nov. Here he turns from polemic against 
opponents to expound the true Platonic doctrine of the 
Categories of the Intelligible World. These are the 
“greatest genera” of Plato Sophist 254D-257A, Being, Rest, 
Motior, Same and Other. Plotinus uses them in a 
remarkable and original way. of which this treatise gives 
the fullest account to be found in the Enneads. It has not 
perhaps very much to do with logic im any ordinary 
Aristotelian or modern sense: the "categories" are not 
really used as logical categories or classes, Bréhier, in his 
Notice to VI. 1-3 in kis edition (p.37), puts it very well when 
he speaks of it as a "reflective analysis which bringe to 
light different aspects of the same whole.” The ultimate 

1 On Nicostratus see further K. Praechter "Nikostratos 


der Platoniker" in Hermes 57 (1922), 481-517 and J. Dillon 
The Middle Platonists (London 1977}, 233-6. 
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appeal, as alweys when Plotinus is speaking of the 
intelligible world and its source, is to a direct awareness or 
vision, for which discursive reasoning can only prepare us. 
This io vory apparent in Chapter R and in the last three 
chapters of the treatise, especially Chapter 21. . 

In VI. 3 Plotinus returns from the intelligible to the 
sensible world, and docs his best to provide it, with a 
suitable Platonic set of categories. His attitude to Aristotle 
at thio point becomes a good deal more positive. and this 
pari of the work is more a critical adaptation than a 
Tefutation of Peripatetic doctrine, But he finds it difficult to 
arrive at any certain conclusions, and is more imprecise 
and undogmatic then usual. This is particularly apparent 
in the last cight lines of Chapter 3, where he suggests, 
though he does not pursue the suggestion, that we might be 
able to manage here below with only two categories, quasi- 
substance and relation, and in the rather impatiently 
agnostic last words of Chapter 27. We can see clearly in 
this treatioo how a Platonist, wha, following the Timaeus. 
does not believe that any certain and unchanging 
knowledge ofthe sense-world is possible, can be much more 
open and uncommitted to any particular account of the 
ntre and structure of material things than an 
Aristotelian, who, while still believing that certain and 
Unchanging knowledge is possible, must find its objects 
predominantly in the world of sense. : 

(Only Substance, Quantity, Quality, Motion and, 
incidentally, Relation are discussed in VI. 3. It is possible, 
Dul not certain, that Plotinus meant to continue with a 
fuller discussion of other categories than the summary 
remarks in the last chapter.) 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING 


Synopsis 


Vi. 


Earlier opinions on the number of beings and kinds of 
being summarily considered. Do the ten Aristotelian 
categories apply to both sensible and intelligible worlds 
(ch. 1)? Substance: criticisms of Aristotelian doctrine: 
there cannot bc onc category of sabstance for both sensible 
and intelligible worlds (chs. 2-3). Quantity: difficulties 
about numbers and magnitudes, discontinuous and 
continuous quantity (ch. 4). Speech and time should not be 
classed as quantitative (ch. 5). Relazion: difficulties of the 
Aristotelian doctrine. Relations are not only in our 
thmkıng (chs. 6 9). Quality: difficulties about the 
Aristotelian account and the classification of qualiti 
(chs. 10-12). When. Why make it a separa:e category: 
not “whens” parts of time (ch. 13)? Where. Again, as with 
the “when”, perversity of making a separate category, and 
putting place and what is in place in different categories 
(ch. 14). Action (or doing and meking): critical discussion 
of the Aristotelian account (cha. 15-19). ‘Affection (or 
passivity). Difficulties about making it a separate category, 
sharply distinguished from Action (chs. 20-21). Action 
‘Affection as Relation (ch. 72). Having: 1s this category 
really ERAT (ch. 23)? The same applies to Position 
(ch. 24). 

The Stoic Categories: absurdity of the Stoic highest 
genus, “something”: confusion in their materialistic 
account of substance-subject (ch. 25). Attack on Stoic 
materialism (chs. 26 and 27). Tke great Stoic mistake is 
reliance on sense-perception (ch. 28). Criticism of the 
materialistic Stoic account of Quality (ch. 29). Summary 
cine of the Stoic categories of State and Relation 
ch. 30). 
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VL2 


'Ihe Platonic genera. Genera and Principles. Being and 
Racoming (again. absurdity of the Stoic something") (ch. 
1), Being is one ard many: its co-equal genera are also 
principles (ch. 2). The transcendent One cause of the 
genera: the genera in the umity of the One-Being: 
inadequacy of discursive reason to apprehend this (ch. 3). 
Bodily and intelligible being: Soul as a handy example of 
the intelligible (ch. 4). The unity and multiplicity o Soul, 
and of the One-Being (chs. 5 and 6). Movement as life in 
Soul and Intellect. Necessity also of the genus Rest (ch. 7). 
The discernment by direct vision of Being, Motion and Rest 
in Intellect: this hrings with it the discernment of Same 
anc Other (ch. 8). Are there more genera? Why the 
transcendent One is not a genus (ch. 9) Why the One in the 
One-Being is not a genus: how this One is in Being (chs. 
9-11). All things, including mathematical entities, which 
appear to he annilase, strive towards the One and Good 
pus 11-12). Quantity and number are posterior to and 

lerived from the five Platonic genera (ch. 13). So is quality: 
in the intelligible world it is the activity of substance (ch. 
14) Being and the other four Platonic genera (ch. 15). 
‘Phoro is no place for the other Aristotelian categories in 
the intelligible (ch. 16). The Good is not a genus: the 
activity, life or movement of the One-Being towards the 
transcendent Good is its good (ch. 17) The Beautiful 
belongs to Substance, Knowledge is Movement. Intellect is 
not a genus, but all that truly exists: and the virtues are its 
activities (ch. 18). The genera and their species: universal 
and particular in Intellect (chs. 19-20). The great, vision of 
Intellect, in which, deriving from and along with the 
primary genera, Quality, Quantity, number and figure are 
dicsarned The all-inclusiveness of Intellect (ch. 21). 
Exegesis of Timaeus 39E (the Complete Living Creature) in 
terms of this doctrine, with confirmatory texts from the 
Parmenides and Philebus (ch. 22) 
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VL3 


Arc the categorics of the sense-world the same, 
analogously, as those of the intelligible, or different? 
Problems of classification in the sense-world (ch. 1). 
Sensible substance: matter, form and composite: the 
Platonic intelligible categories cannot be applied, even 
analogously. to sensible substance (ch. 2). Discussion of 
matter, form and composite continued: relation of other 
categories to them. Seven, five, or possibly only two 
categories of the sensible world (ch. 3)? What have matter, 
form end composite in common to make us put them in the 
category of “substance” (ch. 4)? Substance and substrate 
(chs. 4-5). What does “is” mean in the sense-world (ch. 6)? 
Ìt ıs not matter from which things here below derive their 
being (ch. 7). Sensible substance as a combination of 
qualities and matter (ch. 8. How should the genus 
“sensible substance" be divided into species (chs. 9-10)? 
Quantity in the sense-world (chs. 11-15). Quality in the 
sense-world (chs. 16-20). Movement in the sense-world (chs 
21-26). Stillness in the sense-world is to be distinguished 
from the Platonic category Rest in the intelligible (ch. 27). 
ry conclusion, with a few remarks on Relation 
ch. 26). 


VI 1. (42) NEPI TON TENON TOY ONTOX 
TIPQTON 


1. Flepi zw cvrow rca kal tha Hfrioav pèv wal 
oi mávu nadaoi, &, of òè dpiopéra, oi SÈ Änepa 
cinóvres, kal rocrav ékacroi of pè» dAo ol 82 EMo 7ò 
£v, of e rà merepacuéva kal ad rà ümepa eiróvres: raè 
Tois pier’ abrods éeraoQeivat ubras at Sófar ixavós 
dheréar div. Soa 8 èğerávuvres cà ielvaov evro i 
yéveow dipeopdvoss ačroć, wept cobre čmioxenréon, af 
otire £y Oépevot, dri TAAL Kal èv rois voqroîs édbpww, 
olive linea, dri uire olóv re pýr émeriiun d» yévorro, 
rd re memepaouéru els dpiuór adrdv, sx rà? 
únoreípeva vdx bp9s olov arorxeta, yóm Sý? Twa 
oôror elpijxuow, of uè» Séra, of è Ader elev & dv 


ries oi ndeko rovrav. Bare SÈ wal èv vols yéveot 


int cà] coráv. Ere (80) rà H-8'. 
: 82 Enn.: del. Volkmann, H-$!.. 


1 The “extremely ancient philosophers" are the Pre- 
Socratics. As usual, Plotinus takes his information about 
them from Aristotle and dismisses them very summarily. 
"One being": Thales, Anaximenes, Heraclitus; a definite 
Empedocles; “an infinite number": Anaxagoras, 
Derocntus. 

2 Aristotle and the Stoics. 

? The reference may be to Peripatetic discussions of the 
Categories by Andronicus, Boethus, and their followers 
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l. The extremely ancien: philosophers investi- 
gated beings, how many there were and what they 
were: some said there was one being, some a definite 
number, and some an infinite number; and in each of 
these groups, some said the one being was one thing 
and some another, and the same applies to those who 
said the number of beings was limited and those who 
said that it was infinite.’ And since these views have 
been sufficiently examined by those who came after 
them, we can let them go. But since these later philo- 
sophers,? after cxamining the views of the earlier 
ones, themselves placed heings in a number of 
definite kinds, we must consider them and see how 
many the kinds are; these philosophers did not posit 
one being, because they saw many even in the 
intelligible realm, nor an infinite number, because 
this was impossible and knowledge could not occur, 
and some of them posited ten of their numerically 
limited kinds and some fewer (they have said that 
the foundations of being are not rightly thought of 
as a sort of elements, but as genera of some kind); but 
there might have been some who posited more than 
these ten.? But there are differences in their genera 
(first century B.C): cp. Dexippus In Categ. 187, p. 82,10-84.2. 
But the wording is vague, and Plotinus clearly did not 
know much about these people and was not very interested 
in them. 
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PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 1. 
Sagopa: of piv yàp rà yéy dpyás, of è aùrå rà dura 
1 yévet rocaira. 

15  Tlpórov rolvy riy Btuupovpévqy eis éra Tà óvra. 
Joprréov dvaexomosvras, wérepa éra yér Set vopilew 
aŭroùs Aéyem rowa dvdpatos ruxóvra TOÔ Óvros Ù 
karnyopias £a. Šri yàp où cwdrupov rà by àv drast, 
Myovos xal óplis Myovav. pAddav Be exeive arpórov 

30 épwrnréor, nórepa Spoiws čv re rois votos & Te vois 
aiodyrots rà éra, jj iv uv rois aiaPyrois änavra, èv 
Aè sole vog roic rà mèr elvai, rà Bé u) eivav od yp 8% 
áváraJuv. 06 1 éferaoréov, ríva kdk«i rw Sena, wal et 
à id vra Ùp Év yévos bmakréor Tois evraiba, Ñ 

25 sponipas Ñ re exe? oliaa. i re évradlla- AX. ei voUro, 
melo rà yén. el 88 ovrwviuws, dromov Tò airà 
onuatvew riv oboíay èri re r&v mpárras ovre» Kal TOV 
Sartpaw ob dvroc yévovs Kowod, £y ols tò mpdrepov 
xal Borepov. GANG rep) r&v vogrâv warà my Sealpcow 
oú A€youow où mévra üpa tà övra diaupeiodar 

30 éBovdrOnsav, Mà à uA ova övra mapadedotzaat. 

2. Méd oóv dpa. yér voporéov cõvar; cl nôs & 
yévos jj ovata; ånò yàp Taúrņs ndytus dpkréoy. dre pèv 


& èni re ris vonrüs èni e Ths alatis kowóv ebat 
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as well: for some of them makethe genera principles 
of being, others the beings themselves, generically 
the same in number. 

First, then, we must take the opinion which di- 
vides beings into ten, and see whether we think the 
philosophers are saying that there are ten goncra 
which fall under the common name of "being", ar 
ten categories. For they say, and say rightly, that 
being does not mean the same thing in all ten; but we 
should rather ask them this first, whether the ten are 
there in the same way in the intelligible beings and 
the beings perceived by sense, or whether they are 
all in the beings of the sense-world, but in the 
intelligibles some are there and some not: for it 
certainly cannot be the other way round. At this 
point we must esamiue which of the ver are also 
there in the intelligible, and if the things there can 
be brought under one genus with those here below, 
or whether the term “substance” is used ambigu- 
ously of that there aud this ere. But if this is so, 
then there are more than ten genera. But if "sub- 
stance” is used in the same sense there as here, it 
will be absurd for it to mean the same thing when 
applied to primary beings and Wose which come 
after them, since there is no common genus of things 
among which there is priority and posterity. But in 
their classification they are not speaking about the 
intelligible beings. su they did nut want to classify 
all beings, but left cut those which are most authen- 
tically beings. 

2. Again, then, are they really to be considered as 
genera? Aud low is substance one genus? For we 
must in any case begin with this. That there cannot 
be one common substantiality applying to both 


Is 
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düóvarov 78 ijs oblas, elpnras. xal mpoaéri Eo 7 


Zora mpd 7e rûs vonriis wal vp is aiobyris, ado 
öv nurnyopotperoy war? dpdot, & afr ayia ore 
dochparor dy etyy Corar yàp Ñ Tò capa dodhparoy, 1] 78 
Gochpatov opu. ob pry GAAd én’ a)rüw àv rise 
osiauv Cntntéov, i kowàv eat ris qs kai ro eiBovc 
kai vob &£ dpdoiv. mávra yàp rairo oùsías Myovaw 
elvai, kai où 73 loov els oùgiav ëxew, drav padov 
Ayra rò elos obota Ñ Ù VAN xal ópÜds: of 8 £v 
einoiev riy Bdyy pGAAor. oi 9€ mparac Aeyspevar odates. 
mrpós 76s Bevrépas 7i dv Exorer xoudv, ónóre mapa Tv 
mrporépow exovew af Beórepas Tò oola MycaÜas; Sus 
BE t gor h udutu etmety ote Lore otb? ydo, cè oA 
i5 tóv ris dnodotn, Hon exer TÀ Ti dort, Kai tows obbé 
73 “ev xai rabrév dpi Serrindy rev Sav rlw" ext 
mávec Apidae. 

3. "AM dpa play tad xaryyoplay Xexréor. óo 
ovadaBodar Tip vor odalav, vj» Ur, rà efBos, rà i£ 
dudioiv; oiov ef ris rò tov Tpurdeðâv yévos & ri 
Aéyot, obx Ós kowóv xard. mávraw, GAM’ ds dd" Eves: 
pcr yàp ý obote éxeivn, Bevrépws Se kal Frrov -à 
Xa. GAAd 7i KeAder lav karqyoplav Tà sávro. elvat; 
xai yàp Kol rà GAAU mária did ray võsas rà Aeyópera 


1 This seems to be a polemical reference to the widest 
Stoic category x (“sort of something”), which included 
Pot corporeals (ue only rcolitice) and incorpareals 
(which existed only in thought): cp. SVF II 117, 829, 881 3; 
ep. ch. 25, 1-10. 

P, A critical reference to Aristotle Categories 5. da10-11. 
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intelligible and sensible substance has been said 
already. And hesides, there will [if this is so] be 
something else before both intelligible and sensible 
substance, which is something else and is predicated 
of both, and this could not be either body or bodiless: 
for [if it is] body will be bodiless, or the bodiless 
body.’ Of course we must also investigate this point 
about the substance here below themselves, what 
there is common to matter and form and the com- 
posite of both. For they say that all these are sub- 
stances, but that they are not equal in respect of sub- 
stance, when it is said that form is more substance 
than matter—quite correctly; but there are those 
who would say that matter is more substance. But 
what could the substances which thay eall primary 
have in common with the secondary ones, when the 
secondary ones derive their name of substances from 
those prior to them? But in general it is impossible to 
say what substance is: for oven if one gives it ito 
"proper characteristic”, it does not yet have its 
"what it is”, and perhaps not even the definition 
“that which is onc and the same in numbor which is 
receptive of the oppusites” will fit all cases.” 

3. But ought we really to call substance one 
category, collecting together intelligible substance, 
matter, form and the composite of both? This would 
be like saying that the genus [or clan] or the Hera- 
clids was a unity, not in the sense of a unity common 
to all its members, but because they all come from 
one ancestor: for the intelligible suhstance would he 
so primarily, and the others secondarily and less. 
But what prevents all things from being one 
category? For everything else which is said to exist 
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chat, Ñ exciva uv ráðn, ai © olaíos édetijs ios. 
AJ yàp «al obras obrw Exouer enepetoacba Ti) 
10 oicía, ob88 và kopubraror Jafeiv, l^ dnd obrov wel 
ris dMas. ovyyeveis pèv 81) oŬros Eorwoay mâou aÙ 
Deyduerar oola Exovead re rapa cà Ma yb Ti pa. 


ye airà roro rò "zi" wol rò “réBe" Kai 16 
"iuoxe(puerov " xai uù) émucelnevov paff? èv Mp ds i 
15 úroreipévo pnd 6 Zorw dAdov dv, olov Acvkóv moiór1s 
ecspacee und mossy oùaias, kal ypóvos kuijreds TL kal 
rios rod iwoupévov; GMX 1j devrépa oğula «or 
Xov. Ñ @Mov rpérov 76 "kar iov" évrabüc, os 
yévos &vrápyov xal évurdpyor ds pépos wal rò 77 
exelvour rò 88 Aevndv Kar” Gov, dci é dXX. dU. 
20 raùra pèv Dua dv rus A€you Tpòs Ta GANG ral 6 cobro. 
eis &v of rw ovváyot al o3olas Myou, & Bé re yévos obr 
Cy Dé you, ùS? Sao? creo ndo fosa rfe odcías xnl Thv 
cw. xal raóro. pv évraüfa. xelaÜar émi Bé rip ToU 
roovd lopev díow. 
4. "Apilóv Bi mpáórov mocóv dMyovor Kai rà 
avvexts drav pdyelos wal rézov wal xpóvov, rà Š da. 
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derives from substance. Now those other existents 
are affections [of substances] and substances are in 
successive order in a different way. But besides that, 
in this way we are not yet able to put any weight on 
substance or grasp the most essential thing about it, 
in order that the others may come from it. Let all the 
so-called substances. certainly, be akin in this way 
and have somcthing ovcr and above the other gen- 
era. Rut what is this very "something" and “this 
here", and the "substrate" and the not resting upon 
ar heing in something else as in a substrate, nor 
being what it is as belonging to another, as white is à 
quality of body and quantity belongs to substance, 
and Lime is something belonging to motion, and 
motion belongs to tho movod? But second substance 
is predicated of something else. Now here it is 
predicated of something else in a different way, in 
the sense of an immanent genus, immanent as a part, 
and the “what it is” of that first substance; but the 
[quality] white is predicated of something else 
because it is in something else. But one might say 
that these are peculiar properties of substances as 
compared with other things, and for this reason one 
might collect them into one and call them sub- 
stances, but one would not be speaking of one genus, 
nor would one yet be making clear the concept and 
nature of substance. Let this discussion rest here, 
and let us go on to the nature of the quantum.* 

4. They say that the first quantum is number, also 
all continuous magnitude and place and time, and 
they refer al! the other things they cal! quanta back 


!Plotinus returns to the discussion of sensible 
“substance” at length in VI. 3. 
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1 These are the Platonic Ideal Numbers, which Plotinus 
discusses in VI. 6. 
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to these, and they say that movement is quantified 
by the quantum of time, though perhaps, conversely, 
time takes its continuity from movement. But now, if 
they are going to say that the continuous is a 
quantum in so far as it is continuous, the discon- 
tinuous would not be a quantum; but if the con- 
tinuous is a quantum incidentally, what is this being 
quantitative which is common to both? Now let us 
agree that numbers have the property of being 
quanta; yet this only gives them the property of 
being called quanta, and it is nol yet made clear 
what their nature is in virtue of which they are 
called quanta; but a line and a surface and a body 
are not even called quanta, but are called magni- 
tudes but not quanta, grantec that they receive the 
additional appellation of quanta when they are 
brought to a number, two cubits or three cubits: 
since the natural body also becomes a quantum 
when it is measured, and place isso incidentally, not. 
in so far as it is place. But one must not take what is 
incidentally a quantum, but the quantitative in 
itself, like quantity: since even the three oxen are 
not a quantum, but their number is: for three oxen 
are already two categorics. In this way, therefore, a 
line of a certain length is two categories, and a 
surface of a certain area is two categories, and its 
quantity is a quantum, but why is the surface itself a 
quantum? It is, at any rate, only when it is limited, 
by three or four lines for instance, that it is said lo be 
a quantum. Well then, shall we assert that only the 
numbers are quantitative? But if we mean the num- 
bers in and by themselves,’ these are called sub- 
stances, and are called so particularly because they 
are in and by themselves, But if we mean the num- 
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bers in the things which participate in them, the 
numbers by which we count, not just units, but ten 
horses or ten oxen, first of all it will seem absurd 
that, if the numbers in themselves are substances, 
these [counting] numbers should not be so as well, 
and then [it will also sccm absurd] if when they 
measure their subjects they exist in them, and do not 
exis: outside them and measure them like rulers and 
measuring-pots. But if it is as existing on their own 
and not in their subjects that they ere taken for 
measuring, those subjects will not be quanta since 
they will not participate in quantity, and why aro 
the numbers themselves quantitative? For they are 
measures: but why are measures quanta or quantity? 
Presumably because, since they are among the 
things that exist, 1f they do not fit into any of the 
other categories, they will be what they are called 
and will be placed in the category called quantity. 
For their unit marks off one thing, and then goes on 
to another, and number indicates how many there 
are, and soul measures the multiplicity using num- 
ber to help it. Therefore when it measures it does not 
measure what a thing is: for it says "one" and "two", 
whatever they are and even if they are opposites; but 
it does not measure what state a thing is in either, 
warm or beautiful forinstance, but how many things 
there are. Number itself then, whether it is regarded 
in itself or in the things which participate in it, 1s 
quantitative, but its participants are not. So not the 
“three cubits long" but the “three”. Why, then, are 
magnitudes also quantitative? Is it because they are 
near the quantum, and we call the things in which 
they occur quanta, not because they are quanta in 
the proper sense, but we call something big as if on 
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the ground that it participates in a great deal of 
number, and small, because it participates in a little? 
But the big itself and the small are not considered to 
be quanta, but relations; but, all the same, they call 
them relations in so far as they appear to be quanta. 
But we must consider this more preciscly. There 
will, then, not be one genus, but only number, and 
the other things as quanta secondarily. There is not, 
then, one genus in the proper sense, but one 
category which gathers in also the things that are 
somehow near quanta in a primary and secondary 
sense. But we [P'latonrsts] must investigate how the 
numbers in and by themselves are substances, or 
whether they too are a kind cf quantum; but, which- 
ever way they are, those numbers would have 
nothing m common with these numbers here below, 
except the name alone. 

5. But how are [articulate] speech and time and 
movement quanta? First of all, if you like, shout. 
speech. Butit is speech and is of a certain quantity— 
for it is certainly measured—yet in so far as it is 
speech i: is not a quantum: for it is something 
significant, like noun and verb. Like theirs, its mat- 
ter is the air: for in fact it is composed of them; but it 
is rather the impact which is speech, and not just 
simply the impact but the resulting impression 
which so to speak shapes the air: it is therefore an 
action, and a significant action. Certamly one would 
more reasonably class this movement according to 
the impact as an action and the corresponding move- 
ment as an affection, or say that each of them was an 
action of one thing and an affection of another, or an 
action upon the substrate and an affection in the 
substrate. But if the voice is not considered in terms 
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of the impact but of the air, there would be two 
categories and not one to be extractad from the 
significant action, if the significant thing is to be 
placed in this category and the co-significant in 
that.! As for time, if it is understood in its measuring 
capacity, we must grasp what it is that measures: for 
it is either soul ur the “now”. But if it is understood 
as measured, lct it be a quantum in respect of being 
of a certain length, a year's lergth for instance; but 
in respect of being time it is some different nature: 
for the sa much isa something else which is so much. 
Quite certainly time is not quantity; but it is just 
exactly quantity which has no hold on anything else 
which is the quantum in the strict and proper sense. 
But if one classes all the things which participata in 
the quantitative as quanta, than substance will be 
the same thing as quantum. But that “equal and 
unequal are characteristic of the quantum”? must 
be understood of tho quantum iteolf, not of the 
things which participate in it, except incidentally, 
not in so far as they are those things which they are, 
as the man three cubits tall is; he too is not brought 
Logellier into one genus, but under one genus and 
one category. 

6. As regards relation, we should enquire about it 
in this way: whether there is any generic community 
in it, or whether it comes together in another way 
into one. And it is particularly important when 
dealing with this category to ask whether this state 
of being related has any substantial existence, for 


| We adopt here Igal's conjecture, which gives good sense 
and accords with Simplicius In Categ. 6, p. 181. 8-10. 
Aristotle Categories 6. 6226-7 
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instance the right and the left and the double and 
the half, or whether it is so in some cases, for 
instance the one last mentioned, but there is no 
substantiality in the first mentioned, or whether it is 
nowhere so. What, then, about double and half and 
in general exceeding and exceeded, and again about 
habitual state and [changeable] disposition, and 
lying, sitting, standing, and again about father, son, 
master, slave, and further about like, unlike, equal, 
unequal, and active also and passive, and measure 
and measured? And knowledge and sense- 
perception, of which one 1s related to the object 
known and the other to the object perceived. Know- 
ledge would indeed have in relation to its object a 
single active substantial existence, and sense- 
perception in the same way in relation to its object, 
and so would the active to the passive, granted that 
they accomplish a single work, and the measure to 
the measured in respect of measuring it. But what 
product would lixe have in relation to like? It is not 
a question of a product, but of something which is 
there, of the sameness in the qualified. But there is 
nothing over and above the qualification in each of 
the like things. Nur is there in the case of equal 
things: for the sameness in the quantum is there 
before the state of being related. But what is this 
state of being related other than our judgement 
when we compare things which are what they are by 
themselves and say "this thing and this thing have 
the same size and the same quality”, and “this man 
has produced this man, and this man controls this 
man”? And what would sitting and standing be over 
and above what sits and stands? But habitual state. 

when it refers to the possessor, would rather signify 
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possession, but when it refers to the possessed, 
would be a quale; and the same would be true of 
[changeable] disposition. What then would there be 
over and above these things which are related to 
each other except ourselves thinking their juxta- 
position? Exceeding is a matter of one thing of ono 
definite size and another of another definite size; and 
this one and that one are two different things; the 
comparison comes from us, but is not in them. But 
right in relation to left, and before and behind 
perhaps rather belong in the category of position: 
one is here and the other there; but we thought the 
right and left; there is nothing of it in the things 
themselves. And the before and after are two times; 
but it is we who think the before ard after in the 
same way. 

7. If then we are not saying anything, but our 
statements are deceptive, none of these would exist 
and “the state of being related” would be an empty 
phrase; but if we speak the truth when we say “this 
time is before this one, and this one after”, compar- 
ing two times and saying that the “before” is some- 
thing other than the underlying subjects, and it is 
the same with right and lefi, and if in the case of 
sizes [it is true to say] that their relationship is 
something over and above their quantitativeness, in 
that one exceeds and the other is exceeded; further, 
if, even when we do not speak or think, it is in fact so 
that this is the double of that, and one possesses and 
another is possessed, even before we notice it, and 
things are cqual to one another prior to us, and, 
where heing qualified is concerned, are in a relation 
of sameness to each other, and if in the case of all 
things which we say are related the state of being 
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related to each other is subsequent to the subjects 
related, but we observe it as presently existent, and 
our knowledge is directed to the object being 
known—at this point the substantiality arising out 
of the state of relation is even more obvious—we 
should stop enquiring whether the state of relation 
exists; bul we should also note that with some things 
in this state, as long as the subjects remain as they 
were, even if they become separated, the state of 
relation persists, but with others it comes into 
existence when they come together, and with others 
again, even when they remain as they are, the state 
of being related either comes to an end altogether or 
becomes different, as in the case of right and near, 
and it is from these particularly that our suspicion 
arises that in things of this kind relation is nothing. 
Having taken note of this, then, we must enquire 
what is the same in all, and if it is so as a genus, but 
not something inciden.al; then, when we have found 
what is the samc, we must enquire what kind of 
existence it has. We must certainly speak of relation, 
not if something is simply said to belong to another, 
a state of soul or body for instance, nor because a 
soul belongs to this man or is in something different 
[from itself], but in things where the existence de- 
rives from nowhere else but the state of relation: 
existence here does not mean that of the [related] 
subjects, but that of the relation. For instance the 
relation double to half gives existence neither to the 
two-cubitslong nor in general to two things, nor to 
the one-cubit-long nor in general to one thing, bu: 
when thesc are in their state of being related, in 
addition to being two and one respectively, the firs: 
has the name and reality of double, and the one the 
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name and reality of half. They both together, there- 
fore, generated from themselves something else, the 
existence of double and half, which came into 
existence in relation to each other, and their being is 
nothing else than being for each other; for the 
double it comes from excecding the half and for the 
half from heing exceeded; so that one of them is not 
prior and the other posterior, but they come into 
existence together. But do they remain in existence 
together? Now in the case of father and son and 
similar relations, when the fazher is gone the son is 
[stall] son, and a brother [is a brother] when his 
brother is gone: for we say “he is like the dead man" 

8. But we digressed here; and starting from this 
point we must investigate the question why there is 
dissimilarity in these relations. But let these philo- 
sophers' tell us what common substantiality this 
being from each other has. Well now, this common 
reality cannot be a body. So it remains that, suppos- 
ing it exists, it is incorporeal, and is either in the 
things related or comes from outside. And ifthe state 
of being related is [always] the same, it is univocal, 
but if not, but different in different cases, it is 
equivocal: for it is certainly not just because it is 
called a state of being related that it would have the 
same essential character. Are then the states of 
being related to be distinguished in this way, in that 
some things have a relationship observable as inac- 
tive, just lying there, so to speak, and it only exists 
when they are entirely simultaneous, but others, 
along with their power and operation, are either 
always disposed to relationship and had their 


? The Peripatetics. 
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preparedness for it beforehand, and it comes into 
existence in their coming together and actualisa- 
tion, or, in a quite general way, one se: of them have 
produced and the others come to exist, and what has 
come to exist only gives a name lo the other, but the 
producer gives the cxistence? For the ‘ather and the 
son are like this; and the active and the passive have 
a kind of life and actualisation. Are we then to 
divide the state of being related in this way, and 
divide it not as something identical and common in 
its differentiations, but on the general assumption 
that the state cf relationship is a different nature in 
each of the two classes, and we are to speak of it 
equivocally when we say that one kind produces 
action and affection as a united pair, but the other 
does not produce, but what produces the relation- 
ship in both the related things is something other 
than them? For instance, equality is the state of 
relationship which produces equals: for they are 
equal by equality, and in general same things are the 
same by some kind of sameness; as for large and 
small, one is large by the presence of largeness and 
the other small by the presence of smallness. But 
when it is a question of larger and smaller, onc of tac 
participants is larger by the actualisation of the 
largeness apparent in him, and the other smaller by 
the actualisation of the smallness. 

9. We must therefore in the cases mentioned earli- 
er, of the producer and of knowledge for instance, 
posit that the state of being related is active by 
reason of the activity of the actual agent and the 
rational forming principle operative ın the activity, 
and in the other cases that it is a participation in 
form and rational forming principle. For certainly, if 
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realities had to be bodies, it would be necessary to 
say that the states which are said to belong to a 
relation were nothing; but if we give the principal 
place to incorporeal things and rational principles, 
saying that the states of relationship are rational 
principles and participations in forms their causes 
.. 3 for fit is necessary to say] that the double 
itself is cause of being double, and for the other 
[related] thing the half [is cause of its being half] 
And some are what they are called by the same form, 
but others by opposed forms: for the double comes to 
one thing and the half to another simultaneously, 
and largeness comes to one thing at the same time as 
smallness to the other. Or both are in each thing, 
both likeness and unlikeness and, in a general sense, 
sameness and otherness. Waat then is going on if 
one man is ugly, but another uglier by participation 
in the same form? Now, if they are altogether ugly, 
they are equal by the absence of form; but if there is 
a greater degree of ugliness in one, and a lesser 
degree in the other, the less ugly is so by partici- 
pation in a form which is notin control and the more 
ugly by participation in it when it is still more not in 
control; or, if one would like to get one's comparison 
[in this way, one could do it] by privation, which 
would be like a kind of form for them. But sense- 
perception is a kind of form coming from both [the 
related things] and knowledge in the same way a 
kind of form from both; but the habitual state in 
relation to what is possessed by it is a kind of 
activity which in a way holds it togothey, like a kind 
of making; and measuring is an activity of the 


1 The apodosis of this sentence is missing. 
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measurer which is a rational principle in relation to 
the measured. If then one is going to consider the 
state belonging to relation generically as a form, it 
will be one genus and substantial reality, as there is 
a rational forming principle in all cases; but if the 
rational principles are both opposed and have the 
differences which have been stated, perhaps there 
would not be one genus, but all relatives are brought 
back to a certain likeness and a single category. But 
even if it was possible to bring back all the relatives 
we have mentioned into one, it would be impossible 
to bring into a single genus all the things which are 
grouped under the same category with them. For 
they bring back into one the denials of the relative 
terms and the things which derive their name from 
them, for instance the double and the double-sized 
man.' How then could one bring under one genus a 
thing itself and the denial of it, double and not 
double, and relative and not relative? Tt is just as if 
one made a genus “living being" and put the non- 
living being into it. And the double end the double- 
sized man are like whiteness and the white man, not 
at all identical. 

10. And as for quality, from which what is called 
the qualified [or quale] derives, one must first grasp 
what is its real nature which enables it to produce 
what are called qualified beings, and whether, being 
one and the same according to what is common [to 
all kinds of quality], it produces its species by dis- 
tinctive differences, or, if qualities are to be under- 


1On dsodéces see Dexippus In Categ. 33. 8-13 (= 
Aristotle fr. 118 Rose®, p. 106 Ross). zepovopalóusva are 
defined in Aristotle Categories 1. 1a12. 
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lThe pessage of Aristotle under discussion in this 
chapter is Categories 8. 825 ff 
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stood in many different senses, there would not be 
one genus of quality. What, then, is the common 
element in state and disposition and passive quality 
and figure and shape!? And what about rarefied and 
solid and lean? For if we are going to say that the 
common quality is power, which fits states and 
dispositions and natural powers, from which that 
which has it has the powers which it has, the in- 
capacities will not fit in any more. Then, how are 
individual figure and shape power? And further, 
heing qua being will have no power except when the 
quale comes to it. And the activities of substances, 
which are activities in the strictest sense, activate 
what belongs to the quale by themselves, and what 
they are helongs to their own powers. But does this 
mean that qualities are according to the powers 
intrinsic to the essences themselves? For instance, 
the power of boxing does not belong to man qua man, 
but rationality does; so that rationality in this sense 
is not a quality, but rather the rationality which one 
might acquire from virtue; so “rationality” is 
equivocal; so that quality would be a power which 
adds to substances, posterior to their heing them- 
selves, the being qualified. But the specific differ- 
ences which distinguish substances in relation to 
each other are qualities in an equivocal sense, being 
rather activities and rational forming principles, or 
parts of forming principles, making clear what the 
thing is none the less even if they seem to declare 
that the substance is of a specific quality. And the 
qualities in the strict and proper sense, according ta 
which beings are qualified, which we say are powers, 
would in fact in their general character be a sort of 
forming principles and, in a sense, shapes, beauties 
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1 Igal, H-8*: «aè Ena. 
2 Igal, IT-3*: 10 nies Enn. 
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and uglinesses in the soul and in the body in the 
same way. But how can they all be powers? Let us 
grant that beauty and health are, of both kinds, but 
how can ugliness and illness and feebleness and in 
general incapacity be powers? Is it because beings 
are said to be qualified according to them? But what 
prevents the term "qualified" from being used 
equivocally and not according to one definition, and 
not only in four different senses, but in at least two 
in the case of each of the four? Now, first of all, is not 
quality [divided] according to active and passive, so 
that what is able to act is quality in one sense, and 
what is passive in ancther? And further, health 
determined by disposition and state is a quale, and 
illness in the same way, and strength and feebleness. 
But if this is so, power is no longer common [to all 
quality], but we must look for something else as the 
common element, Nor, again, are all qualities ra- 
tional forming principles: for how can illness, a 
permanent state of illness, be a forming principle? 
But, then, are those which consist in forms and 
powers qualities, but these other ones privations? So 
there is not one genus, but they are brought into one 
as one category, as for instance knowledge is a form 
and power, but ignorance is a privation and incapac- 
ity. Now incapacity is a sort of shape, and so is 
illness, and both illness and vice are capable of and 
do many things, but badly. But when a quality is a 
missing of the mark, how is it a power? It does its 
own business, nol having the correct end in view: for 
it would not have dore anything which it could not 
do. And the unbeautiful has some sort of capacity. 
Well, then, does the triangle? Now in general we 
ought not even to look in the direction of power, but 
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Plotinus seems to be here concerned to exclude any 
recourse to che “negative Forms" which undoubtedly 
appear in Plato, but have generally been an embarrassment 
to Platonists: he explicitly denies their existence in V. 9,10. 
On negative Forms in Plato see W. D. Ross Plato's Theory 
of Ideus (Oxford 1951) 107-9. Plotinus! "thcory of ideas” is 
of exactly the kind which Ross suggests on p. 189: "Tt might 
be possible for a theory of Ideas to dispense with en Idea of 
evil and with Ideas of its species, and to explain all evil in 
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rather to what [a quality] isdisposed; so that quality 
is a matter of what one might call shapes and 
characteristics, and shape is the common element, 
and the form on the substance which is posterior to 
the substance. But again, how are there the powers? 
‘The natural boxer has this ability of his by being 
disposed in a certain way, and so doss the man who 
1s incapable of something. And in general quality 1s 
a kind of nor-substantial characteristic; it is some- 
thing which seems to be the same ard to contribute 
both to substance and to non-substance, heat, for 
instance, and whiteness and in general colour: that 
which belongs to substance is one thing, a kind of 
activity of the substance, but that which does not 
has a secondary status and derives ‘rom that other 
andis one thing m another, an image of it and like it. 
But if quality corresponds to shaping and character- 
istic and rational forming principle, what about the 
cases of incapacity and ugliness? They must be said 
to be incomplete forming principles, as in the ugly. 
And how is the forming principle in illness? Here too 
we must speak about a disturbed forming principle, 
that of health.! Or perhaps all are not contained in 
rational forming principle, but the sufficient com- 
mon clement [of quality] is, besides being disposed in 
a particular way, being outside substance, and the 


Uw seusible world as due to the fact chat dhe relation uf 
the phenomenal to the ideal is never one of perfect 
instantiation but always one of imitation which falls short 
of its pattern.” Plotinus’ close friend and colleague 
Amelius, however, took a different view, perhaps closer to 
Plato's own. He postulated Forme of Evils (Asclepius In 
Nic. Arithm. 44. 3-5 p. 32 Taran; cp. Proclus Platonic 
Theology I. 21 p. 98 Saffrey-Westerink). 
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quality of the substrate is what comes upon it pos- 
terior to the substance. But the triangle is a quality 
of that in which it is, not simply and solely a 
triangle, but the triangle which 1s 1n this thing and 
in so far as it has shaped this thing. But did manhood 
also shape? Rather, it gave substance. 

11. But if all this is so, why are there several 
species of quality, and why is there a diflerence 
between state and disposition? For there is no speci- 
fic difference of quality involved in persistence and 
non-persistence, but any kind of disposition is suffi- 
cient to make something a quale; anc persisting 1s an 
external addition; unless someone says that dis- 
positions are only incomplete sort of shapes, but 
states are complete ones. But if they are incomplete, 
they are not yet qualities; but if they are already 
qualities, persistence is an addition, But how are 
natural powers another species [of quality]? For if 
they are qualities because of the powers, the power- 
characteristic does not fit all of them, as has been 
said; but if we say that the natural boxer is qualified 
by being so disposed, then the addition of “power” 
does nothing, since there is power in states also. 
Then why will [the boxer] by natural power differ 
from the [boxer] by knowledge? If they are both 
[pugilistically] qualified, these differences are not 
specific differences of quality, if one is a boxer by 
practice and one by nature, but the difference 1s 
external. But how [are they to be differentiated] in 
relation to the very form of boxing? And [the dif- 
ference is extornal again] if some qualities derive 
from being affected, but. others nat: for the source of 
the quality does not make a specific difference; but 
what I am talking about is differentiation by vari- 
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1A critical reference to the discussion of "passive" 
qualities in Aristotle Categories 8. 9a35-b11. 
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ations and specific differences of quality. But there 
would also be room for enquiry how qualities are 
members of the same species if these particular ones 
derive from being allected, some in this way, but 
others not even belonging to the same things; and if 
some [derive from being affected] by coming into 
being, but others by producing [the affection], they 
would be called qualities equivocally.! And what 
about the shape of each individual thing? For if this 
is meant in the sense in which each thing is form, the 
thing is not [in this sense] a quale; but if it is meant 
in the sense in which a thing is beautiful or ugly in a 
way posterior to the form of its substrate, there 
would be some sense in it. And would not the rough 
and the smooth and the rare and the dense be 
correctly called qualia? For itis certainly not by the 
distances [of the parts] from each other or their 
nearness that something is subtle or dense or there 
is roughness, and it is not everywhere the result of 
the irregularity or regularity of the position [of the 
parts]; and even if these were their origins, nothing 
prevents them even so from being qualia. And know- 
ledge of light and heavy will reveal where one ought 
to put them, But there might be an ambiguity about 
“light” if it is not used in the sense of more and less 
weight, since it has in it the idea of “lean” and 
"fine", which is in another species besides the four.? 

12. Butifone does not think it proper to divide the 
quale in this way, in what way could one divide it? 
We should consider, then, if we ought to say that 
some qualitics belong to the body and some to the 

2 There sceme to be a reference here to Andronicus, who 
according to Simplicius [n Categ. 8, 263. 19-22 made a 
special genus for Mrrov, mayó etc. 
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soul, and classify the bodily ones according to the 
senses, allotting some to sigkt and some to hearing 
or taste, and others to smell or touch. But how are 
we to classify those of the soul? As belongmg to the 
appetitive, emotional or rational part. Or by the 
differences of the activities which occur in accord- 
ance with them, because these qualities are such as 
to produce these activities. Or by helpfulness and 
harmfulness; and again one must divide the helps 
and the harms. But the same grounds of differenti- 
ation apply to bodily qualities, by doing different 
things or by helpfulness and harmfulness: for these 
are proper differences of quality. For one either 
thinks that help and harm come from quality and the 
quale or one must adopt a different method of inves- 
tigation. But we must consider also how the quali- 
fied by the quality is in the same category [as the 
quality]: for there is certainly not one genus for 
both. And if the boxer is in the category of quality, 
why not also the doer and maker? And if this is so, 
then also the ability to do and make; so that there is 
no need to refer doing to the relative, nor again the 
ability to be affected [by the doing] if the one who is 
affected is qualified [by the doing]. And perhaps the 
doer and maker is better placed here, if kc is called 
so in regard of power, and power is quality. But if 
power, or any power, appertains to substance, it is 
not in this way either a relative, and not, further- 
more, a quale. For ability to do is not like more: for 
the more has ils realily, in so far as it is more, in 
relation to the less, but ability to do by being such as 
it is already. But perhaps it isa quale by being such 
as it is, but in so far as it has power directed to 
something else it is called ability to doas a relative. 
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! This is common Platonic doctrine: cp. Phaedo 100E5-6. 
But Plotinus is anxious, as appears in what follows, that it 
should not be interpreted in a way which asserts that there 
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Why then is not the boxer relative, and boxing 
itself? For boxing is altogether directed to somebody 
else: for certainly there is no part of the art which is 
not other-directed. And perheps we should consider 
and speak of the other arts, or most of them, like 
this: in so far as they dispose the soul, they are 
qualities, but in so far as they do or make they 
belong to the category of doing and making, and in 
this way are other-directed and relative; since they 
are also relative in another way, in that they are 
called states. Is there then another reality of the 
doer and maker, according to 1ts abihty to do and 
make, when it is not another thing than it is in so far 
as it is a quale? Perhaps in the case of living things, 
and still more those which have the power of choice, 
one might say that there ıs a reality in them also 
according to their capacity to do and make, because 
of their inclination to act so; but in the case of 
lifeless powers, which we call qualities, why bring in 
doing and making? Now, whenever a thing encoun- 
ters another, it gets something from it and takes a 
share from that other of what it has. But if the same 
thing both acts on and is affected by something else, 
how is doing and making still there? Since the more 
also is three cubits long in itself and is more or less 
on the occasions when it meets something else. But 
someone will say that the greater and the less are so 
by participation in largeness and smaliness'; so this 
[acting on and being affected] will also be by par- 
licipation in activity and passivity. But one must 


are Forms of qualities. and contradicts his own doctrine 
that there are no qualities ir. the intelligible world, but 
what we call qualities here below are activities of 
substances there. See II. 6 and VI 2. 14. 
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1A Peripatetic would deny the Forms, but admit a 
transcendent incorporeal Noa: and codia (which Plotinus. 
as usual, interprets in his own way). 

2In ch. 5 Plotinus maxes it clear that time i3 not. 
quantity, (hough definite lengths of time are quanta; cp. 
also VI. 3. 11. His doctrine of time in this treatise is by no 
means as developed and carefully thought out as it is in the 


s6 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING I 


enquire here also if the qualities here and those in 
the intelligible world come under one genus: this is 
directed to those who posit qualities in the intel- 
ligible world as well; or even if someone does not 
grant that there are Forms, all the same when he 
speaks of intelligence,’ if he is speaking ofa state, he 
certainly [implies that there is] something common 
to the state ın the intelligible world and this one 
here; and it is agreed that there is wisdom. Now if 
the term “wisdom” is used of it equivocally in re- 
lation to the wisdom here below, it is clearly not 
counted among the things of this world; but if it is 
used univocally then the quale will be common to 
both worlds, unless someone says that all the things 
in the intelligible world belong to the category of 
substance; in which case being intelligent will be 
substance there too. But this is a general question 
about the other categories aswell, whether there are 
two genera here and there, or whether both fall 
under one. 

13. About the “when” we must enquire in this 
way: if the “yesterday” and “to-morrow” and “last 
year” and such are parts of time, why are not these 
also in the same genus in which time is too? Since it 
is surely right that the “was” and the “is” and the 
“will be”, being parts of time, should be classed in 
the same genus in which time is. But time is said to 
belong to the quantum*: so what need is there ot 
another category? But if they were to say that it 
is not only time that the “was” and the “will be" 
treatise which follows On The Kinds of Being in Porphyry's 
chronological order, III. 7 (48) On Eternity and Time, 
perhaps written because Plozinus did not feel that he had 
dealt with time adequately in Ox The Kinds of Being. 
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are, and the "yesterday" and “last year"—for these 
must be classed under the "wzs"—bhut (as was just 
said) not only time but some time, then, first of all, if 
itis "some time" it will be time: then, ifthe "yester- 
day" is time past, it will be something composite, if 
pastis one thing and time is another: two categories, 
then, and not something single and simple. But if 
they are going to assert that what is when is that 
which is in time, but not time, if they mean by this 
“Sn time" the state of affairs, for example that So- 
crates was last year, the "Socrates" would be brought 
in from outside, and they are not talking about one 
thing. But what would Socrates or the affair in this 
particular time be excep: in a part of time? But if 
because they say “a part of time", and in that it is a 
part claim that they are not saying that something is 
simply time, but a past part of time, they are making 
still more, and are adding on the part qua part, 
which is a relative. And will the past be for them 
either something included in or the same as the 
“was”, which was a part of time? But if [they make 
their distinction] because the "was" is indefinite, 
but the "yesterday" and the “last year” are defined, 
first of all, where are we going to class the "was"? 
Since the “yesterday” will be a “definite was”, so 
that the "yesterday" will be a definite time; but this 
is a time of a certain quantity: so that, if time is a 
quantum, each of these will be a definite quantum. 
But if, whenever they say “yesterday”, we take this 
to mean that this particular thing happened in a past 
definite time, they are mentioning still more and 
more things; then, if one must introduce other 
categories by putting one thing in another, as in this 
case what is in time, we shall discover many others 
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from putting one thing in another. But this will be 
explained more clearly in the next discussion about 
the "where". 

14. The "where", in the Lyceum and ın the Aca- 
demy. Now Academy and Lyceum are in every sense 
places, and parts of place, just as the “above” and 
ihe "here" are spccies or parts of place; the dif- 
forence is only that Academy and Lyceum are more 
closely demarcated. If then the "above" and the 
“below” and the “middle” are places, Delphi, for 
instance, the middle,’ and also the "to one side of 
middle”, Athens and the Lyceum and the rest, for 
instance, why do we have to look for anything 
besides place, especially when we say that when we 
mention each and every one ofthem we are indicat- 
ing a place? But if we are talking about one thing in 
another we are rot talking about one thing and are 
not talking about anything simple either. Then fur- 
ther, when we say that this man is here, we are 
generating a relational state, of this man in this 
place and of the receptacle to what it receives: why 
then is there not a relation, if something was pro- 
duced from the relatedness of one thing to the other? 
Then why is "here" different from “at Athens"? But 
they will assert that “here” signifies that which 
declares place; therefore so does "at Athens": so that 
"at Athens” belongs to place. Then, if thie "im 
Athens” means “is in Athens", the “is” category is 
added to that of place; but it ought not to be added: 
just as one does not say “quality is", but only 
“quality”. Aud, over and above all this, if what is in 


The éudadds, the navel-stone at Delphi, was in Greek 
tradition the central point of the earth. 
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time is something“else hesides time and what is in 
place is something else besides place, why will not 
what is in a pot make another category, and why is 
not what is in matter something else, and what is in 
asubstrate something else, and Lhe part in the whole 
and the whole in the parts. and the genus in the 
species and the species in the genus? And so we shall 
have more categories. 

15. But in what is called "acting" [or doing and 
making]! these are the points which one would 
enquire into. For it is said that, since after substance 
there were the accompaniments of substance, quan- 
tity and number, the quantum was another genus, 
and because quality accompanies substance the 
quale was another genus; so. since there is activity, 
acting is another genus. Is the genus then the acting 
or the activity from which the acting comes, just like 
the quality from which the quale comes? Or in this 
case ere activity, acting and the agent, or acting and 
activity, to be included in one genus? But acting 
indicates more clearly that there is also the agent, 
but activity does not; and acting is in some kind of 
activity, that is, of active actualily. So would active 
actuality rather be the category, which is said to be 
observed as an accompaniment. of substance, like 
quality in the other case? And [is there a question} 
whether active actuality is an accompaniment of 
substance just like movement? And the movement of 


1 oic and évépyeis present considerable difficulties to the 
translator. "Doing an making" and "active actuality” go 
some way towards bringing out the full range of meaning of 
the two words, but are too cumbersome to use continually 
and not always necessary. Various more or less unsatis- 
factory compromises will be detected in what follows. 
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zordis dv & Ti rept riy odul, xal sooórqs & vu, 
Kai npós rt dui Tiv ayéow &ÀXov pds dO, kwýuews 
Sè mepi thy oloíay obans oùe Zora vt xal kimows & 
yévos; 

16. Ei öé ns Aéyo THY Kivnow aTEAR 
èvépyerav chan otbóv éive cip piv èvépyeiav 
aporkrrew, Bos 58 rjv Kivnaw ds dreMj oboay 
órofáAiew, Karnyopowwrd ye abris rjr évépyeum, 
apooriðévra B 76 dredés. Tò yàp dredés A€yerar mepi 
airís, oby dre oùðè evépyera, åMà evrépyea pèv 
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Baduois 4E dpyiis Bddvars Hv. ei če: oráðiov Buwvioas, 
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1 The reference here is to the “Platonic Category” cf the 
intelligible world xémors (Plato Sophist 254D); see VI. 2. 7-8. 
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real beings is one genus.! For why is quality onc. 
single accompaniment of substance, and quality one, 
and the relative one because of the state of related- 
ness of one thing to another, but, when movement is 
an accompaniment of substance, will movement also 
not be a single genus? 

16. Butif someone were to say that movement was 
an incomplete active actuality,? nothing would pre- 
vent us from giving active actuality the priority and 
subordinating movement to it as a species as being 
incomplete. making its category active actuality, 
but adding the “incomplete”. For the “incomplete” 
is said about it, not because it is not also active 
actuality, but it is altogether active actuality, but 
has also the “over and over again". not that it may 
arrive at active actuality—it is that already, but 
that it may do something, which is another thing 
subsequent to itself. And then [when it does do it] it 
is not itself hrought: ta completion, but the business 
which was its object: walking, for instance, was 
walking from the beginning. But if one had to com- 
plete a lap, and had not yet arrived at the point of 
having completed it, what was lacking would not 
belong to walking or movement, but to walking a 
certain distance; but it was already walking, how- 
ever short the walk was, and movement: for certain- 
ly the man who is in motion has already moved, and 
the man who is cutting, cat already. And just as 
what is called active actuality does not need time, so 
neither does movement, but [only] movement to a 
certain extent; and if active actuality is in timeless. 
ness, so is movement in that it is in a general way 


2 This is Aristotle’s doctrine. See Physics 2. 201b31-32; 
Metaphysics K 9. 106Ga20-21. 
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xivņow yévovs Seiofar kal" córá, aM’ eis 78 Tpós m 
1 Theiler, Harder, Cilento: åvaħoyía Enn. 
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movement. Rut if it must. he in every way in time 
because it has acquired the character of continuity, 
then sight which does not interrupt its seeing would 
þe in continuity and in time. There is evidence for 
this in the stupid statement which says that it is 
always possible to take a piece of any movement 
whatever, and there is not a beginning of the time in 
which and from which 1t began, nor a beginning of 
the movement itself, but it is always possible to 
divide it up and back: so that it would result that the 
movement which has just begun has been in motion 
from infinite time, and that movement is infinite in 
respect of its beginning. This results because of 
separating of active actuality from movement and 
asserting that active actuality occurs in timeless- 
ness, but saying that movement needs time, not 
movement of a certain length only; but they are 
compelled to say that its nature is quantitative; and 
yet even they admit that the quantum is incidentally 
present to it, if it is a day long or of any time you 
like. Therefore, just as active actuality is in timeless- 
ness, so nothing prevents movement from originat- 
ing in timelessness, but time has come by its becom- 
ing of a certain length. Since changes also are 
admitted to take place in timelessness, in the remark 
“as if there was not a change which takes place all at 
once".! If then change, why not also motion? But 
change has here been taken, not in the sense of 
completed change: for there was no need of change 
in completion of the process of change. 

17. But if someone were to say that neither active 
actuality nor movement need a genus in and by 


! Aristotle Physics A 3. 136al5-16. 
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dvepyelas dejoovat, rds Bà ivíaeis, ras pèv Üvepyelas 
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themselves, but they are to bereferred to the relative 
in that active actuality belongs to that which is 
potentially active and actual, and movement to that 
which is potentially moving or moved, one must 
answer that it is the very state of relatedness which 
produces relatives, and they arc not produced by the 
mere statement. that a thing is related to another. 
Bu: when there is some substantial reality, even if it 
belongs to something else or is related to something 
else, it certainly possesses its nature prior to the 
relativity. This active actuzlity, then, and move- 
ment and state, though belonging to another, do not 
lose their priority to the relative and being thought 
in and by themselves; otherwise in this way every- 
thing will be relative: for absolutely everything has 
a relation to something, as 1n the case of the soul. 
And why are not activity and acting to be referred to 
the relative? For movement and active actuality will 
be altogether so. But if they are going to refer 
activity to the relative, bu: make one genus of 
acting, why will they not refer movement to the 
relative, but posit being in motion as one genus, and 
divide being in motion, as one genus, into two, into 
the species of acting and being acted upon, instead 
of, as they do now, saying that acting is one genus 
and being acted upon another? 

18. But we must investigate whether they are 
going to assert that in acting some activities are 
active actualities and some ere movements, saying 
that those which occur all at once are active actu- 
alities and the others are movements, cutting for 
instance—for cutting goes on in time—or whether 
they are all movements or accompanied by movi 
ment; and whether all activities are related to pas: 
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vity, or there are also some which are independent, 
walking and talking for instance, and whether all 
the activities which are related to passivity are 
movements, but the independent ones are active 
actualities, or whether there are some of each in 
each class. Walking at any rate, which is independ- 
ent, they would say was a movement, but thinking, 
though it also has no passivity, an active actuality, I 
suppose. Or else it must be asserted that thinking 
and walking are not included in acting at ell. But if 
they are not in acting, it must be said where they are; 
but perhaps the act of thirking is related to the 
object of thought just as thought [in gencral] is. For 
certainly sense perception is related to the sense- 
object; but if in that case sense-perception is related 
to the sense-object, why is no: the actual [particular] 
act of sense-perception any longer related to the 
sense-object? And sense-perception, even i? it is re- 
lated to something else, has indeed a relatedness to 
that something, but has something over and above 
the relatedness, the being either an active actuality 
or a passive experience. If then the passive experi- 
ence, over and above belonging to something and 
being caused by some agent, is something different 
so also is the active actuality. Certainly walking, 
which itself also has the characteristics of belonging 
to something, and in fact belonging to the feet, and 
of being caused by an agent, has the being a move- 
ment. Therefore thought also, over and above its 
relation, has the being either a movement or an 
active actuality. 
19. But we must investigate whether some active 
actualities are going to appear as incomplete with- 
out acquiring an addition of time, so that they will 
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come into the same genus as movements, life and 
living for instance. For the life of every man is ina 
complete time, and his well-being is no: in partless- 
ness, but is lıke they maintain that movement also 
is. So that both are to be called movements, and 
movement is one thing and one genus, as we observe 
besides the quantum in the substance the quale as 
well, and a movement whica appertains to the sub- 
stance. And, if you like, some movements are of body 
and some of soul, or some are selforiginated and 
others are produced in the moving things by the 
agency of others, or some come from themselves and 
some from others, and the ones which come from 
themselves are activities, whether they are directed 
to other things or independent, but those which 
come from others are passivities. And yet the move- 
ments to other things are the same asthe movements 
from other things: for cutting, the cutting which 
comes from the cutter and the cutting which takes 
place in what is being cut, is one, but cutting and 
being cut are different. But perhaps even the cutting 
originating from the cutter and the cutting going on 
in the cut are not one, but what cutting is is the 
process in which, from an aclive actuality and move 
ment of this particular kind, another successive 
movement comes to be in what is being cut. Or 
perhaps the difference does not lie in the actual 
being cut, but in something else, the subsequent 
movement, feeling pain for instance: for there is 
certainly passivity in this. Well then, what is the 
case if there is not any pain? What else is there than 
the active actuality of the agent existing in this 
particular thing? For in this way this description 
also fits acting. And in this way acting is double, one 
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kind which does and one kind which does not occur 
in another; and it is no longer a distinction of acting 
and being passive, but acting in another has pro- 
duced the supposition that there are two, acting and 
being passive. Writing, for instance, although it is in 
something else, does not require [the concep: of] 
passivity, because il dues not produce anything else. 
feeling pain for instance, in the writing tablet 
beyond the actual activity of the writer; but if 
someone says that the tablet has been written on, he 
is not referring to passive suffering. And in the case 
of walking, though there is ground on which one 
walks, [the concept of] its passive suffering is not 
included. But wacn one steps on the body of a living 
being. one does have passive suffering in mind. since 
one reasons about the pain which occurs, not the 
walking; otherwise one would have thought of it 
before also. In this way too in all cases, where action 
is concerned one genus must be mentioned together 
with passive suffering, that of the opposite of action. 
But what is called passive suffering is what occurs 
subsequently, not the opposite like being burnt to 
burning, but what results from burning and being 
burnt which are one, either the pain which occurs in 
the burnt object or something else, like shrivelling. 
Well then, if someone does this very thing in order to 
cause pain. does not one act and the other suffer. 
even if the two come from one actual activity? Now, 
in the actual activity what belongs to the will to 
hurt is no longer contained, but the agent does 
sumething else, by which he causes pain, which 
something clse, being one and the seme when it 
occurs in what is going to be hurt, produces another 
effect, that of being hurt. Why then is not the one 
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thing which occurs, before it also causes pain, or if it 
does not cause pain in its object at all, not a passive 
affection of that object, ike hearing? Now hearing is 
not a passive affection, nor is sense-perception in 
general, but being hurt is coming into a passive 
state, which is not opposite to action. 

20. But granted that it is nct opposite, yet all the 
same it is different from action and no: in the same 
genus as doing and making. Now if both are move- 
ments, it is in the same genus, as, for instance, 
“qualitative change is movement in respect of 
quality”.* Whenever, therefore, the movement in 
respect of quality, the qualitative change, proceeds 
from the agent is it an action and is it doing, if the 
maker is unaffected? If the agent is unaffected, it is 
in the category of doing, but 1fthe agent 1s acting on 
someone else, hitting him for instance, and is af- 
fected, the agent is no longer doing. Now nothing 
prevents the doer from also being affected. If then 
the affection is in respect of the same thing, for 
instance rubbing, why is it doing rather than being 
affected? It is because it is reciprocally rubbed that 
it is also affected. Are we then to say that there are 
two movements in it because it is reciprocally 
moved? How can there be two? But there must be 
one. And how can the same movement be both a 
doing and a being affected? It is a doing in that it 
comes from one thing and a bemg affected because 1t 
acts on another, being the same movement. But are 
we to say that it is another? And how does the 
movement in producing qualitative change dispose 
what is affected in a ditferent way and the agent 
remain unaffected by that change in disposition? For 
how could it be affected by what it does in another? 
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Is it then the fact that the movementis in something 
else which produces being affected, which was not 
being affected in the case of the agent? But if on the 
one hand the rational form of the swan produces 
whiteness and [on the other] the swan coming into 
being is made white, are we going to say that the 
ewan is affected as it proceeds to substantiality? But 
is it if 1t 15 made white afterwards when it has come 
into being? And if one thing is going to make some- 
thing larger and the other is going to be made large, 
jsthat which is going to be made large affected? Or is 
being affected only in quality? But if one thing 
makes something beautiful and the other is made 
beautiful is that which is being made beautiful 
affected? If, then, that which makes beautiful 
becomes worse or even disappears, like the tin, and 
the other, the copper, becomes better, are we to say 
that the copper is affected and the tin acts? And how 
is the learner affected when the activity of the agent 
comes to him? How could tke activity be a passivity 
when it is certainly one? But is this activity not a 
passivity, but will [the learner] who has it be pass- 
ively affected, being affected being taken as some- 
body being affected? Jor it is not because the learner 
has not been active: for learning is nct like being hit, 
since it consists in grasping and getting to know, 
and neither is seeing. 

21. By what indication, then, are we to recognise 
being affected? Not, certairly, by the fact that the 
activity [affecting it] comes from another, if the one 
who received the activity took it over and made it 
his own. But is i: when there is no activity and only 
passive affection? What then if it becomes more 
beautiful, and the activity has the worst of it? Or if 
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someone is viciously active and starts an unscrupu- 
lous attack on another? Now, there is nothing to 
prevent activity from being bad and passive affec- 
tion good. So by what shall we distinguish them? 
Perhaps by the fact that the one is directed from the 
agent to another, and the other, passive affection, is 
in another but comes from a different source? What 
then if it comes from oneself hut. is not directed to 
another, thinking or opining for instance? And what 
about getting heated as a result of one's own 
thought or of being put inte a passion by an opinion, 
when nothing comes to one from outside? Is action, 
whether in onesclf or going on to another, a sclf- 
caused movement? Then what is concupiscence and 
every sort of desire, if desire derives its movement 
from the desired object? Unless of course one does 
not make the assumption that it has derived its 
movement from the object, but only that it has been 
awakened after [the appearance of] the object. How 
then does desire differ from being hit, ar pushed and 
knocked down? But perhaps we should divide de- 
sires, saying that some of them are actions, all that 
follow intellect, but those which drag one are pa: 
ive affections, and that passive affection is not a 
matter of deriving from another or from oneself—for 
athing can rot in itself—but that when without any 
contribution of its own a thing undergoes an alter- 
ation which does not bring it to substantiality and 
changes it for the worse, or not for the better, an 
alteration of this kind has the characteristic of 
passivity and being passively affected? But if being 
heated is acquiring heat, and this contributes to one 
thing's substantiality but not to another's. being 
affected and not being affected will be the same 
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thing. And, surely, being heated is double. Now 
being heated, when it contributes to suhstantiality, 
will then also contribute to substantislity by some- 
thing else being affected; for instance when the 
bronze is heated and affected, but the substance is 
the statue, which was not heated itself except inci- 
dentally. If then the bronze is morc beautiful as a 
result. of being heated or according to the degrae of 
heat, there is nothing against saying it is passively 
affected: for being passively affected is double, one 
kind consisting in becoming worse, the other in 
becoming better, or neither. 

29. Passive affection, then, occurs by having in 
oneself an alterative motion of any kind; and action 
is either having in oneself an independent self- 
derived motion or one which starts from oneself and 
ends in another, [a motion, that is,] starting from 
that which is said to act. There is motion in both 
cases, but the difference which scparates action and 
passive affection keeps action, in so far as it is 
action, unaffected, but makes passive affection con- 
sist in being disposed otherwise than it was before; 
the substance of what is affected gains nothing 
which contributes to its substantiality, but what is 
affected is different, when a substance comes to be. 
So the same is action in one relationship and passive 
affection in another. It is the same motion, but 
looked at on one side it will be action, but on the 
other passive affection, because this is disposed in 
this way; so it seems likely that both are relation, in 
all cases where action is related to passive affection; 
if one looks at the same on one side it is action, but if 
on the other, it is affection. And each of the two is 
looked at not by itself, but [one] along with that 
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which acts, and [the other] with that which is af- 
fected: this one moves and this one is moved, and 
each is two categories; and this one gives motion to 
this, and this one receives it, so that there is taking 
and giving and this is relation. Or, if the recipient 
has, as in the phrase "have colour”, way does it not 
also “have movement"? And independent movement, 
that ot walking for instance, has walking, and also 
has thinking. But one must consider whether fore- 
thought is action, if being the object of forethought 
is being affected; since forethought is directed to 
something else and is about something else. Now 
forethought is not action, even if the thought is 
about something else, nor is being its object being 
affected. And thought is not action either—[it does 
not operate] ın the object of thought itself, but 1s 
about it: it is not any kind of doing or making. And 
one should not call all activities doings or makings, 
or say that they do something. Doing is incidental. 
Well then, if someone walking produces footprints, 
do we not say he made them? But [he did so] because 
he was something else. Or [we may say that] the 
making is incidental and the activity [of footprint- 
making] is incidental, because he did not have this 
in view: since we speak of action in the case of 
lifeless beings, that fire heats, for instance, or “the 
drug acted". But that is enough of that. 

23. But about having, if “having” is used in many 
different senses, why will they’ not refer all the 
ways of having to this category? So the quantum, 
because it has size, and the quale, because it has 
colour, and the father and such, because he has a 
son, and the son because he has a father, and, in 
general, possessions. But if the other things are in 
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those categories [of quantity, quality and relation] 
but weapons and shoes and things around the body 
[are in this onc], first of all one might enquire why, 
and why the person who has these things makes 
another category, but, if he burns them or cuts them 
or buries them or throws them out, does not make 
another or others. But if it is because they are 
around the body, 1t a cloak les on a bed there will be 
one category and if someone has wrapped himself in 
it another. But if it is in accordance with possession 
and the state of possessing, obviously again all the 
other things spoken of in connection with having 
are also to be referred to the state of possessing, 
wherever one puts it: for there will be no differenti- 
ation according to what is possessed. If then one 
must not say that one has a quality, because quality 
has been mentioned already, or that one has quan- 
tity, because quantity has been mentioned, or that 
one has parts, because substance has been men- 
tioned, then why should one say one has weapons, 
when substance has been mentioned, and they are in 
this category? For a shoe and weapons are sub- 
stance. And how, altogether, is “this man here has 
weapons” a simple statement belonging to one 
category? For this means being armed. Then, can 
one say this only about a living man, or also if it is a 
statue which has the weapons? For each of the two 
appears to “have” them in a different way, and 
perhaps “have” is equivocal: since “stand” is not the 
same in both cases. And again, how is it reasonable 
that something which occurs in a few cases should 
have another general category? 

24, About position—which also only occurs in a 
few cases—lying on, sitting: though these terms do 
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1 Again the Stoic 71; see ch. 2, n. 1, p. 16. 
2For a good account of the Stoic Categories and of the 
misunderstandings about them which may have ariser 
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not simply express position, but “they are in a 
certain position” or "he is posed in such and such an 
attitude". And the attitude is something else; but 
what else does position signify but “ısın place" and, 
when place and attitude have been mentioned, what 
need is there to join up two categories into one? 
Then further, if "sits" significs an activity, it must be 
ranked among activities, butif a passive affection, it 
must be placed in the class cf having been or being 
affected. But what does “he lies on” mean except “he 
lies above”. like "he lies under", or "he lies be- 
tween”? And why, when lying on is in the category 
ofrelation, is not the man who is lying on something 
there too? Since being on the right is there too, and 
the one on the right and the left. So much for that. 
25. But as for those who posit the four genera and 
make a fourfold division into subjects and qualia 
and things in a certain state and things in a certain 
state in relation to others, and posit over them a 
common something! and include all things in one 
genus, there is much that one could say against them 
because they assume a common something and one 
genus over all. For, really, how incomprehensible 
and irrational this something of theirs is, and how 
unadapted to bodiless things and bodies.” And they 
have not left any room for differences with which 
they will be able to difforontiate tho something. And 
this comething is either existent or non-existent; if, 
then, it is existent, it is one of its species; but if it is 


from the hostile character of most of our soures of 
evidence, of which these chapters are an important part, 
see J. M. Rist Stoic Philosoph; (Cambridge 1969) ch. 9, 
"Categories and their Uses”, 152-72. 
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non-existent, the existent is non-existent. And there 
are innumerable other objections. Well, we should 
leave these for the present and consider the division 
itself. They rank subjects first and at this point rank 
matter before the others, and so rank what they 
think is the first principle along with the things 
which come after their first principle. And first of all 
they bring prior things into one [genus] with pos- 
terior things, when it is not possible for that which is 
prior and that which is posterior to be in one genus. 
For in things in which there is prior and posterior, 
the posterior takes its being from the prior, but in 
things which come under the same genus each re- 
ceives an equal contribution to its being from the 
gonue, if the genus is what is predicated in speaking 
of the essential nature of the species: since they, I 
think, will agree that existence comes :o the other 
things from matter. Then, when they count the 
pubject as one, they do not enumerate existing 
things, but are looking for the principles of existing 
things. But it makes a difference whether onc speaks 
of the principles or the things themselves. But if they 
arc going to ony tha: only matter oxioto, and that the 
other things are affections of matter, they ought not 
to place a single genus before being and the others: 
rather, it would have been better put if they had 
distinguished one thing as substance and the rest as 
affections and then divided these. And [it is unreas 
onable] to call some things subjects and [put] others 
in [categories], when the subject is one and has no 
differentiation except by being divided, like a nass, 
into parts—yet it cannot even be divided because 
they say that its substance is continuous—it would 
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have been better to say "the subject" [im the 
singular]. 

26. But, speaking generally, it is in every way 
superlatively absurd to rank matter, something 
which is potential, before all things, but not to put 
actuality before potency. For it is not even possible 
is in potency ever to come to actuality ifthe 
potential holds the rank of principle among beings: 
for it certainly will not bring itself to actuality, but 
the actual must be before it, and then this potential 
will no longer be a principle; or, if they say that 
[potential and actual] are simultaneous, they will 
put the principles in the realm of chance. And then, 
if they are simultaneous, why do they not give the 
actual the first rank? And why is this one, matter, 
the more existent, and no: that one? Butif the actual 
is later, how [did it come into being]? For, certainly, 
matter does not generate form, :hat which is without 
quality the qualified, nor does actuality come from 
the potential: for [if it did] the actual would exist in 
the potential, and it would ro longer be simple. And 
God for them comes second after matter: for he is a 
body, and composed of matter and form. And where 
did he get his form from? But if [he had it] without 
having matter, having the nature of a principle and 
being a rational formative power, Gcd would be 
bodiless and the creative bodiloce. But if oven with- 
out matter God is composite in his essential nature, 
in that he is a body, they will be introducing another 
matter, that of God. Then how is matter a principle if 
it is body? For it is not possible for a body not to be 
many; and every body is composed of matter and 
quality. But if this one is body in a different way, 
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` This is the nearest Plotinus ever comes to any 
avarences that Stoic corporoaliom wae not ae gross and 
absurd as Platonist and Peripatetic opponents supposec. 
The Stoic conception of “body” was much subtler and more 
interesting than Plotinus represents it, here and elsewhere. 
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they are calling matter body equivocally.! But if 
three-dimensionality is the common characteristic 
of body, they are speaking of mathematical body; but 
if resistance accompanies three-cimensionality, 
then they are talking about something which is not 
one. And then resistance is a quale or derives from 
quality. And where did the resistance come from? 
And where the three-imensional extension, and 
who extended it? For matter is not contained in 
the definition of three-dimensionality, nor three- 
dimensionality in the definition of matter. If then 
matter participates in magnitude, it would no longer 
be simple. Then where does its unification come 
from? For it is certainly not absolute unification, but 
by participation in unity. They should certainly 
have worked out that 1t 1s not possible to put mass in 
the first place of all, but that which is without mass 
and the one, and starting with the oneto conclude in 
the many and starting with the sizeless to conclude 
in magnitudes, if it is not possible for many to be 
unless one is, nor size unless the sizeless is: if, that is, 
size is one not by being itself one but by participa- 
tion in the one and a coming together. There must 
therefore be the primarily and properly [existent] 
before that [which exists] by coming together or how 
does the coming together occur? And one must 
enquire what is the manner of the coming together: 
for [if the Stoics had done so] they might perhaps 
have found the one which is not incidentally one. By 
“incidentally one" I mear: that which is one not by 
being the onc itself, but from another. 

See S. Sambursky The Physics oj the Stoics (London 1959), 
29-44 (with interesting parallels to modern physics); A. A. 
Long Hellenistic Philosophy (Lordon 1974), 152-8. 
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1 A brief allusion to one of Plotinus’ favourite images, 
that of the cosmic dancer: ep. ITI. 2.18. 24-27 and 17. 8-11; 
IV. 433. 6-25. 
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27, And in other ways, also, they ought to keep 
the principle of all things in the place of honour, and 
not to posit as principle the shapeless nor that which 
js without share ir life and unintelligent and dark 
and is the indefinite, and then to attribute substance 
to this. For they bring in God for the sake of ap- 
pearances, [a God] who has his being from matter 
and is composite and posterior, or rather is matter in 
a certain state. Then if matter is the substrate [or 
subject] there must necessarily be something el: 
which acts upon it, being external to it, and makes it 
to be subjected to the thirgs which are sent into 
matter by it. But if God himself was subjected in 
matter and himself came into being along with it, he 
will no longer make matter a subject, nor will he be 
the subject [or substrate] along with matter: for to 
what will they be substrates, when there will be 
nothing to make them substrates since everything 
has been used up in the so-called substrate? For the 
substrate is substrate in relation to something, not 
to what is in itself hut to what acts upon it as it lies 
subjected. And the substrate is subjected in relation 

is not substrate: that is. to what is external, 
so that this would just have been left out. But if they 
do not require anything from outside, but the sub- 
strate itself is capable of becoming everything by 
being figured. like the dancer who in his dance 
makes himself everything,’ then it will no longer be 
the substrate, but itself everything. For as the dan- 
cer is not the substrate of the figures—for all the rest 
are his active actuality—so whal they call matter 
will not be the subject of all things, if all the rest 
come from it; or rather, al! the resi will not even 
exist, if matter in a certain state is ell the rest, just 
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as the dancer in a certain state is the figures. But if 
all the rest are not going to exist, this matter will not 
in any way be a substrate, and not the matter of 
existing things, but, since it is purely aud simply 
matter, will by this very fact not be matter: for 
matter is relative. For the relative is in relation to 
something else, and something of the same genus, 
double to half for instance, nol substance lo double; 
but how is being to non-being a relation, except 
incidentally? But the relation of being in itself to 
matter is one of being. For if it is potentiality, which 
is going to be, and that is not substance, it will not be 
itself substance; so that this is what happens to the 
Stoics: they blame those who make substances out of 
non-substances, but themselves make non-substance 
out of substance; for their universe, in so far as it is 
universe, is not substance. Bul il is absurd that 
matter, thc substrate, is substance, but bodies are 
not more substantial and the universe more sub- 
stantial than bodies, [but tne universe according to 
them] is only substance in so far as it is a part of the 
substrate; and that the Living Being does not have 
its substantiality from soul but only from matter, 
and that the soul is an affection of and posterior to 
matter. From what, then, did matter derive its en- 
soulment, and in general from what did the real 
existence of soul derive? And why does matter some- 
times become bodies, but another part of it becomes 
soul? For, even if the form comes from somewhere 
else, soul would in no way come intc being when 
quality comes to matter, but soulless bodies. But if 
something moulds matter and makes soul, the soul 
which makes will be prior to the soul which comes to 
be. 
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28. But, though there are many things which are 
said against this hypothesis, we must stop here for 
fear that it may be absurd to strive for victory with 
so manifest an absurdity by showing shat they give 
non-being the first rank as that which is most of all 
being and so rank the last first. The cause of this is 
that sense-perception became their guide and they 
trusted it for the placing of principles and the rest. 
For they considered that bodies were the real beings, 
anc, since they were afraid cf their transformation 
into each other, they thought that what persisted 
under them was reality, as if someone thought that 
place rather than hodies was real being, considering 
that place does not perish. Yet place also does persist 
for them, but they ought not to have considered that 
what persists in any Kind of way was real being, but 
to see first what characteristics must belong to what 
is truly real, on thc cxistence of which persistence 
for ever depends. For if a shadow always persisted 
which accompanied a being in process of alteration, 
it would not exist more than that being. And the 
sense-world with that [persistent substrate] and 
many other things would by i:s multiplicity be more 
real, being the whole, than any one of the things in 
it; but if indeed the whole is not. real, how could that 
[substrate] be its foundation? But the most extra- 
ordinary of all is that, though they ere assured of 
the existence of each and every thing by sense- 
perception, they posit as real being what cannot 
be apprehended by sense. For they do not rightly 
attribute resistance to it: resistance isa quality. But 
if they say they grasp it by intellect, itis an odd sort 
of intellect which ranks matter before itself and 
attributes real being to matter but not to itself. So, 
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as one genus or species? For certainly that which is 
and that which is not cannot be under the same 
genus. But what is this being in a certain state 
imposed upon matter? It is either existent or non- 
existent; and if it is existent, it is altogether bodiless; 
but if it is non-existent, it is an emply appellation 
and there is only matter, but the quale is nothing. 
But neither is the thing in a certain state anything: 
for it is still more non-existent. And the fourth class 
mentioned is even still more non-existent. So, then, 
only matter is existent. Who, then, asserts this? Not, 
presumably, matter. But perhaps matter does assert 
it: for matter in a certain state is intellect; though 
the “in a certain state” is a meaningless addition. 
Matter, then, says this and understands it. And if it 
talked sense, it would be surprising how it thinks 
and does the works of soul, when it has neither 
intellect nor soul. But if it was talking senselessly, 
making itself what it is not and cannot be, to whom 
should we attribute the senselessness? Well, if it did 
speak, to itself; but, as things are, matter does not 
speak, but the speaker speaks with a large contri- 
bution from matter, to which he entirely belongs, 
even if he has a bit of soul, he speaks in ignorance of 
himself and of the power which is able to speak the 
truth about such things. 

30. In the case of things in a certain state, it is 
perhaps absurd to put things in a certain state third, 
or however they are placed in the order, since every- 
thing in a certain state is in relation to matter. But 
they will say that things in a certain state have a 
distinctive difference and that it is one thing for 
matter to be in this or that particular state, but 
something else in the case of things in a certain 
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of ros,! dA mov pedvor wat à mdoyeoy ob ss Eyer, 
GANG páMóv rws máaxcv Ñ hus máoxar obras. laws 
20 8 dv uóvov dpudoet emt roð reiala TÒ "más Exwv" Kal 
ext 100 exew ent € rod čyew où “nàs Ov", dà 
“Leev! rò Sè após cu el pèn ph dd? Br rote Aoi 
2riBeoav, érepos Myos dy dv Urobvram el twa &ôóaow 
jmóoresw reis rowatras oyéocon roMayod ob 
DiBóvrcov. ert Ò` èv yéva idi udi rè)? èmeyeróperor 
25 mpâypa rois jr odo üromov cwvrárrew [rò ém- 
ywópevor]? eis rabrov yévos vois mpórepov olov Sei 
1 Gollwitrer: oix dv BxUC, Creuzer: ocv čv w, Perna. 


2HS 
3 del. Kirchhoff. 
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state, and, besides, that qualia are in a certain state 
in relation to matter, but the things which are 
specifically in & certain state are so in relation to 
qualia. But, if the qualia themselves are nothing but 
matter in a certain state, again the things in a 
certain state go back for the Stoics to matter and are 
so in relation to matter. But how is the class of 
things in a certain state one when there is a great 
deal of difference between them? For how can the 
“three-cubits-long” and the “white” [be got] intoone 
clase, when one of them is quartitative and the other 
qualitative? And how the when and the where? And 
how altogether are "yesterday" and "last year" and 
“in the Lyceum” and "in the Academy” in a certain 
stato? And, generally cpealing, how io time in a 
certain state? For time is no: sc, nor are the things in 
time itself, nor the things in place nor place. But 
how is doing being in a certain state? Since the doer 
is uot existing in a certain state but doing in a 
certain way, or not at all in a certain way, but just 
doing; and the one who is affected is not existing in a 
certain state but rather being affected in a certain 
way or simply being affected like this. But perhaps 
“being in a certain state” will only fit position and 
possession; but in the case of possession one is not 
"in possession of a certain state" but "in pos- 
session". But as regards the relative, if they did not 
class it under one genus with the other [things in a 
certain state] it would take another discussion to 
enquire if they give any reality to such [relative] 
states, since they often do not do so. And again it is 
absurd to put a thing which is subsequent to things 
already existing into the same genus as the things 
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yàp wpórepov čv kal d¥0 elvai, ta Kai Tjucv kai 
SurAdouov. 
Hepi 82 rev Soo AAMs rà Sera Ñ rds daxds nom 
vss, evro, cire dmeipa cire memepaopéra, «ire 
30 odpara etre dadpara, Ñ) wal cO owappórepov, xopls 
rept éxdoran cori Lyreiv JapBároug, xal rà up 
áv dpyaiaw mpos Tas öófas avri» eipquéva. 
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which were there before: for one and two must be 
there first for there to be half and double. 

But as for all the others who have made other 
assumptions about beings or the principles of beings, 
whether they said they were infinite or limited, 
bodies or bodiless, or both, cne is free to enquire 
about each and every one of them, taking into 
account as well what the ancients said against their 
opinions. 


E 
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VI. 2. (43) NEPI TON 'ENON TOY ONTOZ 
AEYTEPON 


1. "Kiel Bé nepi tov Aeyouérow déxa yev 
dméonenrar, etpnrar 82 xai cept raw eis £y åyórrow 
gévos cà dura rérrapa únò 76 £v olov eld, repro, 
dxddoulov dv ey etueiv, «É uvre judy mepi rotruw 
paierai rà Soxotvra dui» mepwpévos eis riv 
IM árovos dvéyew Sdkav. ei pèv ov & eet ribeoðar à 
Zv, oBBev dv Bec Unreiv. odit ei yévos £v ext mâow, obre 
eè yén p) Ò$ £v, of? el dpyds, otlre el cds åpyàs xai 
yéon ras abrds Sef riðeoðou, odre el rà yévy nai dpyàs 
Tà abrd, 3j rds uè dpyds dadaas xol yér, và € yéy 
odi dpyás, 3] avdradur, Ñ éd' xacépow Twas piv dpyàs 
cal yérm kai riva yén xal dpyás, Ñ mì piv iiv érépa 
ndvra. al Odrepa, én Sè tov érépaw wà xal Bécepa. 
rd 8b ody 6v paper rò Br—Bidze é, elpyrar Kad ib 


T1Adram nad érépois—avaynatoy tows ylyveras wal 


lThe critical discussion of the ten Aristotelian 
categories occupies the first Z4 chapters of VI. 1, of the 
Stoic categories the last 6. Note the importance which 
Plotinus gives here to the highest. Stoic genus, 7: (cp. VI. 1. 
25 end below lines 21-5), which he did not quite understand 
and which cnnoyod him particularly, perhaps because 
Severus the Middle Platonist, who was read in his school 
Life ch. 14, 11), had taken it seriously and used it in his 
axegesis of the Timaeus: see helow n. 1, p. 112. 
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VI. 2. ON THE KINDS 
OF BEING II 


1. Now that our enquiry about what are called the 
ten genera has been completed, and we have spoken 
about those who bring all things intc one genus and 
posit four species of a sort under the one,! the next 
thing would be to say how these things look Lo us, 
trying to lead back our own thoughts to the thought 
of Plato. Now if it was necessary to assume that 
being is one, there would be no need to investigate 
whether there is one genus over all, or whether the 
genera canno: be classed under one, or whether the 
principles [can or cannot be], or whether one should 
assume that princivles are the same as genera or 
gencra as principles, or whether all the principles 
are also genera but the genera not [all] principles, or 
the other way round, or whether in both groups 
some principles are alsa genera and some genera 
also principles, or whether in one group all are the 
others, but in the other some are also the others? 
But since we maintain thal being is not one—Plato 
and others have owplained why? it becomes, per- 


2 On the difference between principles aad genera see ch. 
2, 15-19. It is of great importance for Plotinus’ exegesis of 
the Sophist. 

? The reference to Plato is to Sophist 244B-245C and 
Parmenides 141C9-10. “Others”: Aristotle and the Stoics: 
cp. VL 1.1. 5-9. 
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rept rovrov errand pacbae mpdrepov cis péoov bévras, 
ríva dp Ouse Myoper xod ms. drei olv wept rob čvros Ñ 
Tdv dview Cipwdper, dvaywatov mpdrev wap! avbrots 
BuedécBa: ráðe, vi ve và öv Myopev, mpl of 1j aKebes 
dps yivorro vw, «ai ví orei yey dors eña čv, 
yudpevor | avrò Myoper elvai, Seres è oùðérare Žv 
Sei Bb voeîv radza dm’ GMiAuw Suppnpera oby às 
yévovs 708 «i els raóca Sinpyyévov, où? obrws cleoBat 
zà» Tdrawa renomeévni. yeAotov ydp td’ £y Béoba 
7) Ov c uù dv, Gonep äv el sis Leoxpdrn nò 10 ard 
Ocito xal rjv rovrov eikóva. 73 yap "ÜweMaba" 
£vraüld tari rå ddopicat al xwpis eivat, xal rà 8ó£av 
by elvan ečneîv ob eau Bv, brnBelLavra acvois do rà 
dis dns dv civar. xal moocribels rà dri cà "del" 
inéSeiter, ds Set rò dv rotoirov civan olov undénore 
pebBeo0a rv roô čvros pow. mepi 51) rovrov rob 
dvros Myovres kal mepi Toirov ws obx évds dvros 
oxeyeyebar dorepov dé, el Boxed, kal mept yevévews Kul 
708 ywopévov xai kóapov aiadyzod vt tpoüuev. 

2. "Exe otv oóy & dapev, dpa épiducv rwa 3 
dreipov; nås yap 8) và oby £v; Ñ &v dpa Kal modà 
Myopev, kal st mouilov èv rà woAid eis & éyov 
dvdyxn volrov roðrto 76 otras & Ñ rà yéver & elvat, 


| Timaeus 27D8. The attack here is clearly on a 
Stoicising Platonist exegesis of this passage, probably that 
of Severus (Proclus In Tim. vol. I, p.227, 13-18 Diehl). 
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haps, compulsory to enquirc about these points, 
centring our discussion first on what number [of 
kinds of being] we intend and in what sense. Since, 
then, we are enquiring about being or beings, we 
must in our discussion first of all make a distinction 
between what we call being, about which at present. 
our investigation would be correctly conducted, and 
what others think is being, bu: we call it becoming, 
and say that it is never really real. But in thinking of 
these two classes which are distinct ‘rom each other 
one must not think of them as if there was a genus of 
"something" divided into them, or suppose that 
Plato made this division. For it is absurd to put 
being under one genus with non-being, as if one were 
to put Socrates and his portrait under one genus, 
For "making a distinction” here? means marking off 
and setting apart, and saying tha: what seems to be 
being is not being, [and by this Plato] indicates to 
them that what is truly being is something else. And 
by prefixing “always” to being he indicated that 
being must be of suck a kind as never to belie the 
nature of being. So we are speaking of this being, 
and this is the being about which we shall enquire 
on the assumption that itis not one; afterwards,” if it 
seems proper, we shall say something about becom- 
ing and what comes to be and the universe perceived 
by the senses. 

2. Since, then, we maintain that being is not one, 
do we say that it is a number or infinite? What do we 
really mean by “not one”? Now we say that it is at 
the same time one and many, and that il is a richly 
variegated onc keeping its many together in one. It 
is therefore necessary that this, which is one in this 
way, should either be generically one, and the 
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PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 2. 
cix 8 airo Tà čvru, ols wOAAd xal &, Ñ melo dis 
yam, op" & Bà rà névra, Ñ mel pèv yér, pmBev 08 
GAho tm’ GAdo, àÀX Exacrov mepiexrikóv TÖV vm adTO, 
etre ai abrv yevéaw Qarróvov évrwv } eibáv xal tind 


rotrrou årópov, ovvredeiv dravra ets piav ddow kal è 


mávraw có vote xéapp, bv 8) Myonev rà bv, Ty 


odoraow elvat. el 5i) roto, od pdvor yarn vabra elvat, 
GMa xai dpyàs vo0 &vros dpa dndpyew yén phy, rt 
iv! airà da yéry éAérro Kai ein pera Toùro xal 
droua: dpyàs Bé, el rà dv obras êk moMâv xol èx 
moras à Gov érápye. el uérrow melo pèv fjv 2 dv, 
cuveMávra è rà d énoler rò nâv Mo! ote čxovra 
bn’ acrd, dpyal pèv dv deav, yér 88 ot dir olov el ris 
èk ray Tecodpwr enote: 15 alabyrév, mupós Kad Toy 
rowdrwv radra yàp dpyai äv Ñoav, yévn 88 ol el pù 
spumipas rò yévos. Myovres rolvwy Kal yévy Twd 
ala, rå À add enl dpxds, doa rà wey yén, Exaorov 
perà cov ia? abrá, Suod juyvivres éMfAows cà evra, 
73 ev deroredodper xai airyxpacaw gowüpev aávram; 
NAG Sunde, ode dvepyele Duo memi abe waBapév aid 
čkaorov orat. GAA và pév yévy edoomer, rà 92 
xalléxaarov pfopev; Tiva oUv Zora. d! atrav rà yen; 
j| orue ndxetva dd? aóróv wal xalapd, ical cd payBévca 

!eoniecimus: a” wBxC: a Creuzer (alia Ficinus): 
om. U. 
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beings its species, by which it is many and one; or 
that it should be more genera than one, but all 
[grouped] under one; or that there should be more 
genera, but none of them subordinated to any other, 
but each including those below it (whether they 
themselves are lesser genera or species with indi- 
viduals [grouped] under them) and all contributing 
to one nature; the intelligible universe, which is 
certainly what we call being, would be constructed 
from all of them. If this is so, these must certainly 
not only be genera but at the same time also prin- 
ciples of being: genera, because there are other 
lesser genera under them and subsequently species 
and individuals; principles, if heing is thus composed 
of many and the whole derives its existence from 
these. If then there were a number of originative 
constituents and they came together as wholes and 
made the all while having nothing else subordinated 
to them, they would be principles, but not genera; as 
if someone made the sense-world out of the four 
elements, fire and such: for these would be prin- 
ciples, but not genera; unless “genus” is used 
equivocally. If we say, then, that they are a kind of 
genera, but that these same genera are also prin- 
ciples, then shall we achieve the completion of the 
whole by mixing the genera, all of them, together 
with each other, each with the things which come 
under it, and make a blend of everything? But then 
each and every thing will be potential and not 
actual, and each will not be itself in a pure state. But 
shall we let the genera go and mix up the indi- 
viduals? What then will the genera by themselves 
be? They will be by themselves and pure and their 
mixed-up members will not abolish them. And how 
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odk drole’ ubrd. xal nôs; } raüra pv els borcpov vv 
3 ered ovyxeyopýrapev icai yén eva kal mpoaért kaè 
ais obclas dpyàs xai tpémov črepov ápyàs «oi 
odvleaw, mpbrov hexréov zoa Myouev yéy xal má 
rv 
Borep èx rixns suveAüóvro. xul & ti wenoenndra- 
katror oA eioydrrepov tid” &. Ñ, ci pèv elBy olóv Te 
div 708 dros ravra elvat wal deti robrois cà toua 
xal pnSev rotra c, Ñv dr Lows moveiv obras. érei) 
35 è d roradry Beats dvalpeals Coro adríjs 08. ydp rà 
e167 ciy £arat, 090" os noAM. bp dy, Mà ráårra Co, 
ji érépou Ñ érépas!. c èxelvov ob èvòs óvrov más 
yap dy mod éyévero rà £v, are xai el yewijcas, ei 
uý r Ñv map! airs Edo; od yàp avri moAAG, ei ph Tis 
40 ds péyeðos Keppariter?» dXX. nal oBrws črepov 76 
kepuariloy. ei 8 aird keppuriéi Ñ Gus rupjo, mpà 
roô Siaupeb ivan ora Sunpnpévov. rary per olv Kai B 
dXXa. zoMAd drooraréov rod “yévos &v", «al dre oby 
olds re Leaoron Sctodn Ayphew 3 dod) oùaiav Aéyew. el BE 
15 ris àéyor dv, rà. ovpPeByxévar dijon, olov ef devady 
Agyou rip obalav: ob yàp Smep Aeuedy Aéyer. 


1 Kirchhoff: èrépov Enn. 
?coniecimus: oe: wU (vix recte, sed cf. peofoas VI. 


4. 8. 20): -op BxC: -& Volkmann. 
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can this be? We will discuss this later!; but now, 
since we have agreed that there are genera, and 
further that they are principles of substance and 
principles and a composition in another way, first 1t 
must be stated how many genera we say there are 
and how we distinguish them from each other and do 
not bring them under one, as if they came together 
hy chance and made some one thing; yet it would he 
much more reasonable if they did come under one. 
Now, if it was possible for them all to be species of 
being, with the individuals immediately subsequent. 
to them, and nothing outside these, it might perhaps 
be possible to proceed like this. But since such en 
arrangement would be the abolition o! substance— 
for the snecies would nat be snecies. nor altogether 
would there be many under one, but all would be 
one, and there would be no other or others outside 
that one: for how could the ore become many, so as 
to generate species, unless there was something else 
besides itself? For it could not by its own means 
become many, unless somobedy cuts it up like a 
magnitude; but even so the cutter would be another. 
But if it ie going to do tho cutting up, or in gonoral 
the dividing, itself, it will be divided before the 
division. Thus, and for many other reasons, we must. 
abandon the “one genus”, also because it is not 
possible to lake any and every individual thing and 
call it being or substance. But if onc docs call it 
substance, one will do so by incidental predication, 
as if one called substance white: for one is not 
speaking of what is [essentially] white. 


1 Ch. 19, 12-17. 
117 
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3. Thelen per 8i) M yopev. eivat wad où xarà có 
mrelw. oókoüv ad’ évós. d, ei xai ag’ évós, où 
catnyopovpévov è kar aùråv èv rô elvai, ovdev 
colder éxaarov oby Spocidés ðv Ey xwpls abrà evar 
pars. dp! od fíuflev taŭra raw yevopnévov yevàv TÒ 
atriov pév, pù karnyopoúpevov dé ràv dc èv TÔ T 


uiv Heo èréxewa yàp rà &v, ds dy ph 


dor; dr 
svvapijopievov rois yéveatw, el 8’ aid à Gida, d 
Url efus els 73 yén evar. kal mås exeivo où 
aumpidunra: Ñ à. bvta Unroünev, où Tò èrécewa. 
ro$ro pay otv ubrws- ré Sè rà ovvapiðuoúpevov; è$’ o8 
xal Oayidocer dv tis, rôs ovvapıðpońpvor rois 
ainarois. sj, ei uiv id^ & yéros adré Kal rà GANG, 
dremov- el Sè ols alriov avvapilucirat, às arè 76 yévos 
xai rà GAAa éde£fjs kai ore didopa rà ees mpàs 
addó, xal où karnyopetrar abraw dis yéros ob8” Ao Te 
kar? abriov—dvdynn kal aùrà yévy elvat ëyovra 5p” 
adrd. 000€ yáp, ei vò 10 Buble dyéveas, úrò of dos 
yévos rò BaSilew jv dv al et pndév fy mpé airod do 


die yévos aùroñ, dv òè rà per’ abrd, yévos äv dv Tò 


“his is the One-Being, the Second Hypostasis, sharply 
distinguished as usual from the Absolute One, the First 
Hypostasis; the subject of the One-Being and its relation to 
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3. We certainly say that there are several genera, 
and that it is not by accident that there are several. 
They derive therefore from one. Now, even if they do 
derive frum une, Lut a one which is uot included iu 
the definition cf their being, nothing prevents cach 
one of them, since it has not the same specific form as 
another, from being itself a separate genus. Is then 
this one which is uulside Uie genera which have 
come into being [from it] their cause, but not pre- 
dicated in the definitions of what each of the others 
&re? Yes, it is outside, for the One is transcendent, so 
as not to be numbered with the genera, if the others 
exist through it, which are on equal terms with each 
other as far as being genera goes. And how does it 
come about that it is not numbered with them? We 
are looking for beings, no. what transcends being. 
So much, then, for this One; but what about the one 
which is numbered with the others!? One might 
wonder about this, how it is numbered with those 
caused by it. Now if it and the others were under one 
genus, it would be absurd; but if it is numbered with 
those of which it is the cause, as if it was the 
absolute genus and the others were subsequent— 
and the subscquents are different from it, and it is 
not predicated of them as their genus or anything 
else with reference to them—then they too must be 
genera, if they have things classed under them. For 
if you generated walking, walking would not be 
classed under you as its genus; and if there was 
nothing else before it as its genus, but there were 
things after it, walking would be a genus in the 


beings, and why “one” is not a genus like “being”, is taken 
up again in ch. 9. 
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BaBlLew èv rois oda. dus Bà lows obdé 73 & daréov 
cirinv rots dote elvat, GdX’ olov pép adr08 kal olov 
crowela abrod xal mávra plav dtow weolopévny rats 
jd émwolass, avrò 88 elvat oro durdpews Bavpaoris 
& ds ndvra, xal famspevor Todd wal ywóuevov 
25 road, olov dra» Kumb xarà! rà rodbvoww? rûs 
diaecs, Toiv rò ëv pù £v eivai, pds Te voy puipus 
abrod mpopéporras ravras 6v Cracrow riðesðar xai 
yévos Mya iyvooôvras dri uù čov dua elopev, GAG 
tard méns «podépovres máw córà. awásrouev ob 
80 Šuvápevor èn moov xpóvov atta xaréyew oreúðovra 
pos ard. 5:3 máuv pebiepev eis rò Gov kal éQpiev ev 
yevioðan uáMov Sè & elvat. ad ious oapéorepa 
raira écra. kákeivuv éyvanévov, Ñv Tà yen 
Mdpwpev roa ora yàp kai rò näs. GAN émel det 
85 AMyovra jr] ámodáceis Myew, 4A. xal els £iotov «ai 
róqow ira cm Aeynpiévow, hdl movyréoy 
4. Ei rjv odgaros díow ideiv éfovMpe0o, oláv Ti 
gorw èv ride Ta BAe Å 706 odiparos atro) dbus, dp” 
où xarapabévres éxl Twos Tov pepôv adrob, ds Eore rà 
1 Igal, H- S^: xoi Enn. 
2Igal, H-S: wod’yvow EBUC, H-S': moóyow A (duo 
puncta supra y) a, Perna. 


1 We thankfully accept here Igal's excellent emendation 
zoMvow (cp. ch. 21, 4). The reading with most MSS 
authority rodiyvow (downiness" or "furriness"), printed 
in H.S!, can surely on reflection only commend ilself to 
cats, and the zoA/yow of other MSS, generally adopted hy 
editors, is notused elsewhere by Plotinus and does not give 
as exactly appropriate a sense. 
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realm of real beings. But in general, perhaps not 
cven the one should be asserted to be the cause of the 
others, but they are something like parts of it, and 
something like elements of it, and all one nature 
divided into parts by our conceptions, but [this one] 
jtself is by a wonderful power one into all, both 
appearing all and becoming all, as if when it is in 
motion, and, by ite nature’s fullness of intelligence,! 
it makes the one be not. one, and we bring forward as 
it were parts of it and posit these, each of them as 
one and call it a genus, heing unaware that we do 
not know the whole all at once, but bring forward 
piece by piece and join them up again, being unable 
to hold them back for long as they hasten to them- 
sclvco.? Therefore we let them go into the whole, and 
allow them to become one, or rather to he ane. But 
perhaps all this will be clearer when we know what 
is coming next, if we grasp how many genera there 
are. for this will tell us how they arc. But since in 
our discourse we should not just make statements,? 
but form some idea and come to some understanding 
of what is being said, we must proceed as follows. 

4. If we wanted to see the nalure of body, [ 
asked ourselves] something like what the nature of 
body itself was in this [perceptible] universe, when 
we had got to know thoroughly in the case of one of 


? A good example of Plotinus continual insistence on the 
inadequacy of discursive reason to give an adequate 
account of the One-Being: cp. V. 8 (31). 5-6; VI. 7 (38). 35. 
28.35; IIT. 5 (50). 9. 26-20 and Klans Wurm Substanz und 
Qualität (Berlin & New York 1978). 

3For Plotinus use o? dzdgacs in the sense of 
"declaration", “assertion”, cp. III. 7.1.9. 
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pv cs droxelpcvor atrod, ofov ¿rì Mov, rò 8€ ómócov 
5 adrod, rà ueyeBos, 76 88 ómotov, olov cà ypápa, Kai em? 
mayrés äMov cópaos enoe dv, Os & vj) sepaTos 
dias. rò uér éariw olov oboia, Tò &€ ore mooóv, TÒ 
Sé oiv, Óuoó pev mávra, rà 86 Adyw Buupellévra. 
ds pio, ual oôpa dv dw & rà pia; ei B 
10 kai Kérqos abrod mapiy cópdvros rfj svordoeu, xai 
robo dv cuvypiðuńoapev, Kai và rércapa ty àv £v, xai 
76 cpa Tò fv åmýpriorto mpòs 70 êv kai rjv aùroû 
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15 nv 8’ aiobjoews karavónow Kai tà peyéðy—oŭro 
yàp kal 70 xuply oi rà Svevryndia du? GANAwv 
ela. —Aafeiv twa vont óróaracw xai ds ànfós Ov 
Kai paMov čr. & & kal 73 Bapa rác MÀ xal & rò 
obras čv. èri pèv yàp Ter owpáTwv gvyreydipryras TÒ 
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its parts—a stone for instance—that there was what 
functioned as its substrate, and its quantity, the 
magnitude, and its quality, colour for instance, 
should we not say in the case of every other body 
that there was wha: might be called substance, and 
quantity, and quality, all together, but divided by 
our reasoning into three, and that hody was the 
three as one? But if it also had movement as a 
natural part of its constitution, and we counted this 
in as well, then the four also would be one, and the 
one body would be brought to completion by them 
all in respect of its unity and 1ts own nature. In the 
same way, certainly, when the discussion is about 
intelligible substance and the genera and principles 
there, one must remove the coming into being in the 
sphere of bodies and the understanding through 
sense-perception and the magnitudes—for it is 
[because bodies have size in] this way that there is 
separation and they stand apart from each other— 
and grasp an intelligible existence and that which 
really and truly is and is more one. In this it is also 
remarkable how that which is one in this way is 
many and one. For in the case of bodies it has been 
agreed that the same body is one and many; for the 
same one [ean be divided] to infinity, and its colour 
is different from its shape: for they are in fact 
separated. But if someone takes one soul, without 
spatial separation of parts, without magnitude, su- 
premely simple, as it will seem at the first appli- 
cation of the mind to it, how would one expect o find 
that it was after all many? For one would have 
thought that one could stop at this, when one had 
divided the living being into soul and body, and 
found the body multiform and composite and vari- 
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1 del. Teal. 

2 Tgal: 5j £e Enn: j£ ër suspic. Theiler, scr. H-S. 

The pluase occurs in Plato Republic 50801 and B17B5. 
Plotirus’ use of it here, and the presentation of soul as the 
handiest example of a being " from the intelligible place", 
show clearly that the distinction between puyq and voids was 
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us, but was confident that one had found that the 
soul was simple and could rest from one’s journey 
since one had come to the principle. Since, then, this 
soul has cuine ready to hand for us from the "intelli- 
gible place”,! as in the former discussion the body 
did from the perceptible, let us apprehend how this 
one is many, and how the many are one, not a one 
compounded frum many, but oue nature which is 
many; for through this, when it has been appre- 
hended and has become clear, we maintained that 
the truth about the genera in real being would 
become clear. 

5. But first we should think about this: that since 
bodies, of animals and plants for instance, are, each 
and every one of them, many in virtue of the colours 
and shapes and sizes and specific fonus of their 
parts, and the fact that one is in one place and one in 
another, but all come from one, they vill comeeither 
from a one which is in every way and altogether one 
or from a vne which is mure one thau is diat which 
comes from it,? so that it is also more real than that 
which has come into being—for the extent of the 
departure from being is as great as that of the 
departure from unity—since, then, they are Irom a 
one, but not a one such as to be in every way one or 
the absolute One—for this would not have made a 
discrete plurality—it remains that they must be 
from a plurality which is one. Bul what made tem is 
soul: this then is a plurality which is one. What 
then? Is the plurality the rational forming principles 
not always for him very clear-cut (Plato, of course, makes 
no such distinction). 

?T adopt Igal's emendations here (see critical notes): they 
seem to me to be required to give a tolerable sense. 
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of the things which have come into being? Or is it 
rather itself one thing and the forming principles 
different from it? On the contrary, it is a forming 
principle itself and the sum of the forming priu- 
ciples, and the principles are its activity when it is 
active according to ils substance; but the substance 
is the potentiality of the principles. It has then been 
demonstrated from what it does to other things that 
this one is indeed many. But what if it was not doing 
anything, but one was to consider it not doing by 
ascending to that of it which does not do? Will one 
not find many powers here too? For everyone would 
agree that the soul exists: but is this really the same 
thing as saying that a stone exists? Certainly not. 
But all the same there in the case of the stone also, 
existing for the stone is not [just] being but being a 
stone; so here, existing for soul has being soul along 
with being. Is then being one thing, and the rest 
something else, which contributes to the completion 
of the substance of the soul, and is there being [as 
such] and an essential difference makes the soul? 
No, the soul is a particular being but not in the way 
that a man is white, but only and simply like a 
particular substance; and this is the same as saying 
that it does not have what it has from outside its 
substance. 

6. But, surely, does it not have [something] from 
outside its substance to make it in one respect 
existent but in another existent in a particular way? 
But if it is existent in a particular way, and the 
particularity comes from outside, it will not be suh- 
stance as a whole and m so far as it is soul, but in a 
particular respect, and a part of it will be substance, 
but not the whole of it substance. Then what 
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ligal, H S: 80704 Enn.: Suse Kirchhoff Swmfeine 
Theiler. 


1 "The stone" as an image of lifelessness occurs several 
times in Plotinus: cp. VI. 5 (23). 11. 5-14 and possibly UL 2 
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will existence be to it, without all the rest, different 
from a stone? Now this being of soul must be 
within, like a “source and principle”,? or rather 
must be all that it is; so it must be life; and both must 
be one, being and life. Is it then one like a single 
forming principle? No, the uncerlying reality is one, 
but so one that it is also two or even more, all that 
soul primarily is. It is therefore substance and life, 
or it has life. But if it has it, that which has is, in 
itself, not in life, and the life not in substance; but if 
one does not have the other, one must say that both 
are one, Or rather one and many, and as many us 
appear in the one; and one for itsclf, but many in 
relation to the others; and it is one heing, hut makes 
itself many by what we may call its movement; and it 
is one whole, but when it undertakes, one might say, 
to contemplate itself, it is many: as if it cannot bear 
its being to be one when it is capable of being all the 
things that it is. And its contemplation is the cause 
of its appearing many, that it may think: for if it 
appears as one, it did not think, but is that One. 

7, What, then, are the constituents seen in soul, 
and how many are there? Since we find in soul 
substance and life together, and substance is com- 
mon to all soul, and life also common, and life is also 
in Intellect, if we bring in also Intellect and its life, 
we shall nosit as common to all life a single genus, 
movement. And we shall posit substance and move- 
ment, which is the primary life, as two genera. For 
even if they are one, [ihe observer] separates them in 
thought, finding the one not one; otherwise it would 
(41). 17. 67 (see my note ad loc.). For further examples see 
Lexicon Plotinianum s. v. Ailes. 

? Plato Phaedrus 24509. 
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! Plato Sophisi 243A12. 
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not have been possible to separate them. But observe 
in other things also how movement and life are 
clearly separated from being, even if not in the true 
being, yet in the shadow and that which has the 
same name as being. For as in the portrait of a man 
many things are wanting, and especially the deci 

ively important thing, life, so in the things perceived 
by sense being is a shadow of being, separated from 
that which is most fully being, which was life in the 
archetype. But then, this gives us grounds for se- 
parating living from being and being from living. 
Now there are many species of being and there is a 
genus of being; but movement is not to be classed 
under being nor yet over being, but with being; it is 
found in being not as inhering in a subject; for it is 
its active actuality and neither of them is without 
the other except in our conception of them, and the 
two natures are one nature: for being is actual, not 
potential And if, none the less, you take either of 
them separately, movement will appear in being and 
being in movement, as if in the "one-being" each 
taken separately had the other, but all the same 
discursive thought says that they are separate and 
that each form is a double one. But since movement 
appears in the sphere of being, not as changing the 
nature of being, but rather in being as if making it 
perfect, if one does not introduce rest as well one 
would be even more perverse than one who did not 
grant that there was movement; for the notion, and 
intellectual perception, of rest comes readier to 
hand where being is concerned than thal of move- 
ment; for “existing in the same state and in the same 
way”! and having a single definition are there in 
being. So let rest be one genus, different from move- 
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1 del. H-S. 
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ment, in that it would seem to be its opposite. But 
that it is different from being could be made clear in 
many ways, especially because, if it was the same as 
being, it could nut be any mure the same as being 
than motion. For why is rest the same as being, but 
motion not, when motion is its life and the active 
actuality of its substance and its very being? But, 
just as we separated movement from it as being dhe 
same and not the same as it, and spoke of them as 
two and yet again ore, in thesame way we shall also 
separate rest from it and yet again not separate it, 
separating it so far in the mind as to posit it as 
another genus among real beings. Otherwise, if we 
were to bring rest and being into one, saying that 
there was not in any way any difference between 
them, and bring being into one with movement in the 
same way, we shall bring rest and movement into 
identity through the medium of being, and move 
ment and rest. will be one for us. 

4. But one must posit these three, if Intellect 
thinks each of them separately; but it does at once 
know and posit them, if it thinks, and they exist, if 
they have been thought. For the being of things 
whose being involves matter is not in the intellect; 
but if things which are without. matter have heen 
thought, this is their being. But behold Intellect, 
pure Intellect, and look upon it with concentrated 
gaze, not seeing it with these bodily eyes of ours. 
You see the hearth of substance and a sleepless light 
on it, and how they stand on it and how thcy stand 
apart, existing all together, abiding life and a 
thought whose activity is not directed towards what 
is coming but what is here already, or rather “here 
already and always here already", and the always 
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present, and it is a thought thinking in itself and not 
outside. In its thinking, then, there is activity and 
motion, and in its thinking itself, substance and 
being: for, existing, it thinks itself as existent, and 
the being on which it is, so to speak, founded. For its 
self-directed activity is not substance, but being is 
that to which the activity is directed and from which 
it comes: for that which is looked at is being, not the 
look; but the look, too, possesses being, because it 
comes from and is directed to being. And since it is in 
act, not in potency, it gathers the two together and 
does not separate them, but makes itself being and 
being itself, And since being is the most firmly set of 
all things and that about which the other things [are 
set], it has made rest exist and possesses it not as 
brought in from outside but from itself and in itself. 
lt is that in which thought comes to a stop, though 
thought is a rest which has ro beginning, and from 
which it starts, though thought is a rest which never 
started: for movement. does not begin from or end in 
movement. And again the Form at rest is the defin- 
ing limit of Intellect, and Intellect is the movement 
of the Form. 

So all things are being, rest and motion; these are 
all-pervading genera, and cach subsequent thing is a 
particular being, a particular rest, and a particular 
motion. Now when anyone sees these three, having 
come into intuitive contact with the nature of being, 
he sees being by the being in himself and the others, 
motion and rest, by the motion and rest in himself, 
and fits his own being, motion and rest to those in 
Intellect: they come to him together in a sort of 
confusion and he mingles them without distinguish- 
ing them; then as it were separating thema little and 
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holding them away from him and distinguishing 
them he perceives being, motion and rest, three and 
each of them one. Does he not then say that they are 
different from each other and distinguish them in 
otherness, and see the otherness in being when he 
posits three, each of them one? And again, when he 
brings them back to unity and sees them in a unity, 
all one, does he not collect them into sameness and, 
as he looks at them, see that sameness has come to be 
and is? So we must add these two, the same and the 
other, to those first three, so that there will be in all 
five genera for all things, and the last two also will 
give to subsequent things the characters of being 
other and same; for each individual thing is a parti- 
cular “same” and a particular "other": for “same” 
and “other” without the “particular” would apply to 
genera. These are the primary kinds because you 
cannot apply any predicate to them which forms part 
of the definition of their essence. You will certainly 
predicate being of them, for thcy exist, but not as 
their genus, for they are not particular beings. Nor 
can you predicate being as the genus of motion and 
rest, for they are not specific forms of being: for some 
things exist as species o? being, others as participat- 
ing in being. Nor again does being participate in 
these others as if they were its genera: for they do 
rot transcend being and are not prior to it. 

9. But that these genera are primary one could 
confirm from these arguments, and perhaps also 
from others; but how could one be confident that 
there are only these [primary genera] and not others 
in addition to them? For why no: also the one? And 
why not the quale and the quantum and the relative 
and the cthers, which other philosophers have al- 
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1 delendum suspic. Müller, del. Volkmann. 

2 av) dura Müller: óvra Enn.: öv zı Igal. H-S?. 
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ready counted up !? Well then, as for the one, if it ic 
the absolutely One to which nothing else is added, 
not soul, not intellect, not anything a: all, this could 
not be predicated of anything, so that it is not a 
genus. But if it is the one added to being, that of 
which we speak as one-being, this is not primarily 
one. Again, if it is undifferentiated in itself how 
could it make specific forms? But if it cannot do this, 
it is not a genus. For how could there be divisions? 
For in dividing you will make many: so that the one 
itself will be many and will destroy itself—if it 
wanted to be a genus. Then, you will add something 
to it in dividing it into specific forms. For there could 
he no differentiations in the one, as there are of 
substance. For the mind accepts that there are dif- 
ferentiations of being, but how could there be of one? 
Then, every time [you differentiate] you abolish the 
one by positing two with the differentiation, since 
everywhere the addition of a unit mekes the previ- 
ous quantum disappear. But if someone were to say 
that the one in being and the one in movement and 
the others is a common term, bringing being and one 
into identity, then, as in the argument that did not 
make being the genus of the others, because they are 
not beings as being is,? but beings in another way, so 
the one also will not be a common term over them, 
but it will be one primarily, and the others one in a 
different way. But if he were to say that he does not 
make the one the gerus of all [genera] but one 
[genus] by itself, like the others, if being and the one 
are identical for him, since being has already been 


1 The reference is to the Aristotelian categories. 
2I retain the (v) dca of Müller here. 
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? Bouillet, Harder, Theiler. 
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counted among the genera, he is introducing a 
[mere] name. But if each of them is one [different 
from the other], then he means [by the one] a nature, 
and ifhe adds "some" he meaus sume particular une, 
but if he adds nothing, he means, yet again, the one 
which is predicated of nothing; but if he means the 
one which goes with being, we have said that he does 
nol mean the primarily oue. Bul what prevents this 
from being primarily one if that which is absolutely 
one is left out of account? For we do call the being 
which comes after it being and say that it is prima- 
rily being. Now we do so because that which is 
before it is not being, or, if what is before it was 
being, it would not be primarily being; but in this 
case what is before it is one. Then, when it is 
separated in thought from being it does not have 
differentiations; then, in being, if it isa consequence 
of being, itis a consequence of and posterior to all; 
but the genus is prior. But ifit is simultaneous, it is 
simultaneous with all; but the genus is not simulta- 
neous. But if it is prior, it is a principle, and a 
principle only of being; but if it is its principle, it is 
nol ils genus; but if it is not ils genus, it is not the 
genus of the others either; or it would be necessary 
for being also to be the genus of all the other 
[genera]. For in general it appears likely that, since 
the one in being is near to the one and in a way 
coincides with being, and being in so far as it is close 
to that [absolute One] is one, but in so far as it is 
posterior to it, being, by which it is able also to be 
many, the one in being, remaining itself one and 
being unwilling to be divided into parts, does not 
want to be a genus either. 


o 
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1 transpos. H-S*. 
2 dol. Page, Harder. 


? Plotinus is here using the Stoic scale of degrees of 
unification; it appears more clearly in ch. 11, 8-9 and VI. 
9.4-8 cp. also V. 5.4. 31. For the scale in the Stoics see SVF 
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10. How then is each individual belonging to 
being one? Now by being a perticular one it is not 
one—for it is already many by being a particular 
one—but each of the specific forms is equivocally 
one: fur a specific form is a multiplicity, so that 
“onc” here is [used as it is of] an army or a chorus. 
So then the one there [in being] is not in these, so 
that the one is not a common ‘erm and it is not the 
same one which is observed in being and in partic- 
ular beings. So that the one is not a genus; since 
every genus of which the one is truly predicated as 
genus can no longer have thc opposites truly pre- 
dicated of it; but in that the one and the opposites 
are truly predicated of every being, the one will not 
be predicated as their genus. So that it will not be 
truly predicated of the first genera either, since the 
one being also is not more one than many, nor is any 
one of the other genera one in such a way as not to 
be many, nor can [the one be truly predicated] of the 
others which come after, which are in every way 
many. But in general, no genus is one: so, if the one 
is a genus, it will destroy its unity. For “the one is 
not a number” *; but it will be a number if it has 
become a genus. Further, the one is one in number: 
for if it was one in genus, it would not be properly 
one. Further, just as in the numbers the one is not 
there as a genus predicated o? them but is said to 
existin them, but not said to be their genus, so, even 
if the one is in the beings, it would not be the genus 
either of being or of the other [genera] or of all of 
1I 300-8 and 1013; Philo On. The Eternity of the World 78; 
Sextus Empiriens Adv. Math. VIT 102 (= Against the 
Logicians I :02 in Bury's Loeb edition). 

* Aristotle Metaphysics N 1. 10886. 
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them. Further, just as the simple might be principle 
of the non-simple, but could not also be its genus— 
for [if it were,] the non-simple would also be simple— 
so with the one, if the oneis principle, it will not also 
be genus of the things posterior to it. It will not 
therefore be the genus either of being or of the other 
[genera]. But if it is going to bea genus, it will be the 
genus of the particular "ones", as if one were to 
think it right to separate the one from substance. It 
will be, then, a genus of particular things. For, just 
as being is not the genus of all things but of the 
specific forms which "are", so the one will be the 
genus of the particular specific forms which “are 
one”. What then will be the difference of one from 
another in so far as they are one, as there is a 
difference of being of one from another? But if the 
one is divided along with being and substance, and 
being by the division and by being observed in many 
things as the same is a genus, why could not the one 
be a genus since it appears as many things as 
substance and is divided into an equal number o? 
parts? Now, first of all it is not necessary, if some- 
thing exists in many things, that it should be a 
genus, either of the things in which it exists or of 
other things; nor, in general, if something is com- 
mon, is it a: all necessary for it to be a genus. At any 
rate the point, which exists in the lines. is nat a 
genus, either of them or generally speaking, nor, as 
was said, is the one in the numbers a genus either of 
the numbers or the other things. For that which is 
common and one in many things must employ dif- 
ferentiations which belong to itself and make spec- 
ifie forms and make them in its essential being. But 
what are the differentiations of the one or what 
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specific forms does it generate? But if it makes the 
same specific forms as occur in the sphere of being, it 
would be the same as being, and ore of the two 
would be only a name, and being is sufficient. 

11. But we must investigate how the one is in 
being, and how what we speak of'as division [works], 
and in general the division of the genera, and if it is 
the same [as the division of being] or different in 
each of the two cases. First, then, how in general 
each and every thing is called one, and then if we 
mean the same |by "one" when we speak of it] in the 
one being and as transcendent. Now the one over all 
things is not the same; for [wedo not mean] the same 
[by "one"] in the case of perceptible and of intelli- 
gible things—and certainly being is not [one in the 
same sense as the others]—[and it does not mean] 
the same in the case of perceptible things in com- 
parison with each other; for it is not the same in a 
chorus and an army and a ship and a house, and not 
the same in these last and in what is continuous. But 
nevertheless all try to represent the same [One], but 
some attain only a remote resemblance, some come 
nearer, and attain it already more truly in Intellect: 
for soul is one and Intellect and being are still more 
one. So we then in each thing when we say its being 
also say its “one”, and is it with its “one” as it is 
with its being? This happens incidentally, but a 
thing is not therefore one in proportion to its being, 
butit is possible to have no less real an existence but 
to be less one. For an army or a chorus has no less 
being than a house, but all the same it is less one. It 
seems then that the one in each thing looks more to 
good, and in so far asit attains to good it is also one, 
and being more or less one lies in this; for each thing 
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1 Sleeman, Theiler: Ayee BxUC: Myoi w: eit Müller: rede? 
Seidel. 
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wishes not just for being, but for being together with 
the good. For this reason things which are not one 
strive as far as they can to become one, natural 
things by their very nature coming together, wish- 
ing to be united in identity with themselves; for all 
individual things do not strive to get away from each 
other, but towards each other and towards them- 
selves; and all souls would like to come to unity, 
following their own nature. And the One is on both 
sides of them; for it is that from which they come and 
to which they go; for all things originate from the 
Une and strive towards the One. For inthis way they 
also strive towards the Good; for nothing whatever 
among the real beings could have come to exist or 
endure in existence if its striving was not directed 
towards tne One. This is how it is with the things in 
nature. But as for the things of art, each ar: brings 
each of its products to this as far as it can and as far 
as their capacity allows. Being attains this mast. of 
all: for it is near. For this reason the other things are 
called only what they are called, man for instance; 
for even if we do sometimes say "one man”, we say 
this in comparison with two; but if we do use the one 
in other contexts, we do so by adding, beginning 
from itself. But in the case of being we call this 
whole "one-being" and by indicating it as one claim 
its close communion with the Good. Sc the one in it 
also is principle and goal, but not in the same way, 
but otherwise, es there is prior and posterior also in 
that which is one. What then is the one in it? Is it not 
observed to be alike in all the parts end common? 
Now, first of all the point 15 common in lines and is 
not the genus of lines; there is something common in 
numbers, very likely this one, and it is not a genus: 
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ray Mov, bre Écctva pdv dca perà 706 Bros. xrrows 


? Kirchhoff 7c) Enn. 
? «arar. U, Igal, H-8 
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for the one in the one itself is not the same as the one 
jn the unit and the two and the other numbers. And 
then in being also nothing prevents some things 
from being prior and others posterior, and some 
simple and some composite. And if the one is the 
same in all things which belong to being, as there is 
no differentiation of it it does not make specific 
forms; but if there are no specific forms, it cannot 
itself be a genus. 

12. And so much for this. But how does the good 
for numbers lie in their being each of them one when 
they are soulless? Now this is common also to other 
soulless things. But if anyone were to say that 
numbers do not exist at all, we for our part were 
speaking of existing things, in so far as each of them 
is one. But if they were to enquire how the point 
partakes of the good, if they are going to assert that 
it exists by itself, then, if they assert that it is 
soulless, their enquiry is the same as in the case of 
other things of the kind; but ifin others, in the circle 
for instance, this is the good of the point and its 
desire is directed to this, and it will strive as far as it 
can towards the transcendent through this circle. 
But how can the genera be these things? Can they 
really be particulars, all chopped up small? No, the 
generic onc is like a whole in many things. Does it 
exist only in the things which participate in it? No, 
but it exists both independently and in the things 
which participate in it. But perhaps this will be 
clearer later. 

13. But now, why is the quantum not in the pri- 
mary genera, and also the quale? Now, the quantum 
is not primary with the others because they are 
simultaneous with being. For movement is with 
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vráais & abri rij obcla owerojer padov 82 owvip rò 
elvar rovrous érépois kai rois adrois, dare awopáatat 
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being as the activity of being, since itis its life; and 
rest came in as well in substance itself; and still 
more is haing same and other associated with these 
three classes, so that sameness and ctherness also 
are seen together with them. But number is posterior 
to these classes and posterior to itself, and the 
posterior cames fram the prinr and mimhers rome 
one after another in order, and the posterior exist in 
the prior; so number could not be counted among the 
first genera; and we should enquire whether it is a 
gonus at all. Rut magnitude is still more subsequent 
and composite; for it is number in this particular 
thing—and a line is some sort of two and a surface 
three. If then the continuous magnitude has its 
quantitativeness fram number, if number ie not a 
genus how could this have [the status of a genus]? 
And there is prior and posterior also in magnitudes. 
But if it is common to both numbers and magnitudes 
to be quantitative, we must. grasp what this [being 
quantitative] is and, when we have found it, posit it 
as a posterior genus, not among the primary genera; 
and if it is a genus not among the primary ones, it 
must be referred back to one of the primary genera 
or to one of those which go back to them. So it is 
perhaps clear that the nature of the quantum sig- 
nifies a definite quanlily and il measures how much 
each thing is and is itself a se much. But if definite 
quantity is common to number and magnitude, then 
either number is primary and magnitude comes from 
it, or number consists altogether in a mixture of 
movement and rest, but magnitude is a movoment or 
derives from movement; movement goes forward into 
the indefinite, but rest in holding back what is going 
forward makes the unit. But we must consider later 
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1 del. H-S? ut e Simpl. huc insertum (cf. Schwyzer, Mus. 
Helv. 26, 1€69, 21 
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the coming into being of number and magnitude, or 
rather their real or notional existence. For perhaps 
number is among the first genera, but magnitude 
comes later in a composition; and number is of static 
things, bu; magnitude is in movement. But, as we 
say, we Will discuss these questions later. 

14. But as for the quale, why is it not among the 
primary genera? It is because this also is posterior 
and comes after substance. In composite substances, 
then, which are made up of many elements, and in 
which numbers and quantities produce their dif- 
ferentiation, there might also be qualities, and a 
certain common element will be discerned in them; 
but in the primary genera the distinction which 
must be made is not between simples and composites 
but between simples and those which make an essen- 
tial contribution to substance, not to a particular 
substance. All the same, we did think it right to say 
elsewhere that the elements which contributed to 
the essential completion of substance were qualities 
only in name, but those which came from outside 
subsequent to substance were qualities [in the pro- 
per sense], and that those which were in substances 
were their activities, but those which came after 
them were already passive affections. But now we 
are saying that the elements of particular substance 
make no contribution at all to the completion of 
substance as such; for there is no substantial ad- 
dition to the substance of man by reason of his being 
man; but he is substance at a higher level, before 
coming to the differentiation, as is also the living 
being before coming to the “reasonable”. 


? Rieth: weeérqres Enn. 
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18. How then do the four gencra contribute to the 
completion of substance when they do rot yet make 
it a kind of substance? For they do not make it a 
particular substance. It has been said that being is 
primary, and it is clear that movement cannot be 
other [than primary], nor rest, nor other, nor same; 
and it is perhaps also obvious that this movement 
docs not produce quality, but if we say something 
about this, it will perhaps be clearer. For if move- 
ment is the activity of substance, and being and the 
primary genera altogether are actively actual, move- 
ment could not be something incidental, but, being 
the activity of what is actively actual, could not any 
longer be called something which contributes to the 
completion of substance, but is substance itself: so 
that it has not entered some subsequent genus, not 
even quality, but is ranked as simultaneous. For 
being is not first being and then in movement, nor is 
it first being and then at rest; nor is rest a passive 
affection of it; and same and other do not come after 
jt, because it did not become many afterwards, but 
was what it was, one-many; but if it is many, itis also 
otherness, and if it is one-many, it is also sameness. 
And these are enough for its substance; but when it 
is going to proceed to the lower levels, then there are 
others, which no longer make substance, but quali- 
fied and quantified substance, and let us grant that 
these are non-primary genera. 

16. But how could “relation”, which is like a side- 
shoot, be among the first [genera]? For the state of 


_ being related is of one thing to another and uot of a 


thing to itself. “Where” and "when" arestill further 
away. For the “where” means one thing in another, 
so that there are two; but the genus must be one, and 
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1A very curious and paradoxical kind of intelligible 
“place” does appear in V. 84. 15-19 (cp. VI. 7.31-33): but 
the intelligible xápa there is very different from the 
Aristotelian rdres here. Plotinus! unwillingness to dismiss 
the question of time in the intelligible as summarily as he 
dismisses that of place should be noted. Perhaps he was 
already planning the work On Eternity and Time (Il. 7 
[45), which follows VI, 1 3 immediately in Porphyry's 
chronological order. There are passages ir. this and one or 
two elsewhere in die Znneuds which anticipate and may 
have provided the starting-point for the doctrine of a 
higher time on the intelligible level in Iamblichue and his 
successors. See IV. 4 (28). 16. 13-16; VI. 7 (88). 1. 54-58; III. 
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not a compound; and there is not any place in the 
intelligible warld; but now we are speaking of the 
things which truly exist. And we must consider 
whether time is there; but it is more likely that it is 
not.! But ifit is a “measure”, and not just a measure, 
but a "measure of movement”, there are two [compo- 
nents] and the whole is composite and posterior to 
movement, so that it is not. where movement is in a 
division on the same level. But "acting" and "being 
affected" are in movement—if being affected is 
really in the intelligible world at all; and "acting" 
involves two; and so likewise does “being affected"; 
neither, therefore, is simple. And "having" implies 
two, and “position” means one thing in another, so 
thet: there are three. 

17. But why are not the beautiful and the good 
and the virtues among the primary genera—and 
knowledge and intellect? As for the good, if it is the 
first, the nature which we certainly do call that of 
the good, of which nothing is predicated, but we call 
it this hecause we cannot indicate i; in any other 
way, it could not be the genus of anything. For it is 
nat predicated of other things, or each of the other 
things of which it was predicated would be spoken of 
as the good. And thal good is before substance, not 
in substance. But if it is the good as a quale, the 
qualified in general is not among the primary gen- 


71 5). 7. 7-10; on anticipations of the lator doctrine in the 
much-discussed chapter 11 of IIL. 7 see Peter Manchester 
“Time and the Soul in Plotinus IIL 7 [45] 11" in Dionysius II, 
1978; for the lator doctrine itself sea S. Sambursky and S. 
Pines The Concept of Time in Late Ncoplatonism (a 
collection of passages with introduction and commentary), 
Jerusalem 1971. 
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era. Well then, is the nature of being not good? First, 
it is so otherwise, and not in that way in which the 
first is; and the way in which it is good is not as & 
quale, but in itself. But we said that the other genera 
also were in themselves, and it was because it was 
something common and was seen in many things 
that it was a genus. If then the good is seen in each 
part of substance or of being, or in most of them, why 
is it not a genus, and among the primary ones? Now 
it is not the same in all the parts, but is present 
primarily and secondarily and subsequently: either 
because one good comes from another, the posterior 
from the prior, or because all come from the one 
transcendent. Good, but. different ones partake of it 
jn different ways according to their own nature. But 
if someone does want to posit it also as a genus, it 
will be posterior; for a thing’s being good is posterior 
to its being and its being something, even if it always 
accompanies them, but those [primary genera] be- 
long to being as being and enter into substance. For 
that is the reason for the "beyond being",! since 
being ard substance cannot help being many, but it 
must contain these, the genera we have counted up. 
and be one-many. But if the goud is the one in 
being—let us not shrink from saying that its natural 
activity towards the One is its good, that it may be 
by it in the form of good—the good ‘or being is its 
activity towards the Good; but this is its life; but this 
is movement, which is alreacy one of the genera. 
18. As for the beautiful, if the primary beauty is 
that [transcendent First], what could be said about it 


? This is one of the clearest indications in Plotinus of 
how he understood the éméxewa is odoias of Plato Republic 
509B8; cp. V. 5.6. 5-13. ies 
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2 dolovimma, nt glaseam ad jid. 


2 A iyévov A®*) EBxUC, Igal, H-S*: yevous AP*, Kirchhoff. 


? For the possibility of beauty being either the First or 
the Second Hypostasis cp. I, 6.9. 40-43. In the great work 
IIL, 8 (30)—V. 8 (31)—V. 5 (32)—IL. 9 (33) beauty is firmly 
identiied as on the level of odeia, the Second Hypostasis. 
V. 5. 12 brings out the difference between this and the First 
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would be the same and similar to what was said 
about the Good; and if it is that which, one might 
sav. shines out upon the Idea, [we could say that itis 
not the same in all] the Forms and that the shining 
upon them is posterior. But if the beautiful is no- 
thing else but substance itself, it has been included 
in what was said about substance.! But if it is the 
beautiful in relation to us who see it by affecting us 
in this kind of way, this active actuality is move- 
ment, and if the activity is directed towards the 
transcendent, it is [still] movement. And knowledge 
js self movement, since it is a sight of being and an 
active actuality, not a state; so that it also comes 
under movement—but, if you like, under rest, or 
under both; but if under both, it is as something 
mixed; and if so, the mixed is posterior. But Intellect, 
since it is being as intelligent and a composite of all 
[the general, is not one of the genera; and the true 
Intellect is being with all its contents and already all 
beings, but being in isolation, taken asa genus, is an 
element of it. But righteousness and self-control and 
virtues in general are all particular activities of 
Intellect: so that they are not among the primary 
[genera] and genus and species [of virtue] are 
posterior. 

19. Granted that these four are genera, and pri- 
mary genera, does each of them by itself make 
species? Does being, for instance, already divide by 
itself without the others? No: since it must take its 
differentiations from outside the genus, and they are 


particularly sharply. For the "skining" of beauty on the 
ee VI. 7.21-22. Cp. my "Beauty and the Discovery of 
in the Thought of Plotinue” (Plotinian and 
Christian Studies XIX). 
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differentiations of being as being, bu: the differen- 
tiations are not being itself. Where will it get them 
from, then? Certainly not from non-beings. But if it 
got them from being and the three remaining genera 
existed, it is clear that the differentiations arose 
from them and with them, applied to being and 
coupled with it and coming to be simultaneous with 
it. But by coming to be simultaneous with it they 
made what is composed of all. How then do the 
others exist along with that which is from all? And 
how if they are all genera do they make species? 
How does movement make species of movement, and 
rest, and the other ones? l'or we must be careful 
about this, that each genus does not disappear in its 
species, and that the genus is not only predicated as 
observed in them, but that it is both in the species 
and in itself, and must be at once mingled and pure 
and unmingled, and must not contribute uselessly to 
substance by destroying itself. We shall have to 
consider these questions. But since we asserted that 
what is composed of all beings is each individual 
intelligence, but posited that the being and sub- 
stance prior to all as species and parts was Intellect. 
we are saying that Intellect as it is is posterior. Well 
then, let us make this difficulty profitable for our 
enquiry and by using it as a kind of example embark 
upon getting to understand what we are saving. 

20. Let us then apprehend one Intellect which in 
no way applies itself to partial things and is not 
active about anything in particular, so that it may 
not become a particular intellect, like the knowledge 
before the specific partial forms of knowledge and 
the knowledge in specific form hefore the parts in it; 
for every body of knowledge is none of its partial 
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contents but the potentiality of all of them, but each 
part is actually that part which it is, and potentially 
all of them, and the same is true of universal know- 
ledge: the specific bodies of knowledge. which lie 
potentially in the whole, those, that is, which grasp 
the specific contents, are potentially the whole; for 
the whole is predicated of them, not a part of the 
whole; yet it must certainly be pure and indepen- 
dent. Thus we can certainly say that universal In- 
tellect exists in one way—that is the one before 
those which are actually the particular intellects— 
and particular intellects in another, those which are 
partial and fulfilled from all things; but the Intellect 
over all of them directs the particular intellects, but 
is their potentiality and contains them in its univer- 
sality; and they on the other hand in their partial 
selves contain the universal Intellect, as a partic- 
ular body of knowledge contains knowledge. And 
[we can say that] the great Intellect. exists hy itself, 
and so do the particular intellects which are in 
themselves, and again that the partial intellects are 
comprehended in the whole and the whole in the 
partial; the particular ones are on their own and in 
another, and that great Intellect is on its own and in 
those particular; and all are potentially in that 
Intellect which is on its own, which is actually all 
things at once, but. potentially aach particular se. 
parately, and the particular intellects are actually 
what they are, but potentially the whole. For in so 
far as they are this which they are called, they are 
actually that which they are called; but in that they 
are generically that whole, they are potentially that 
whole. And it again, in that it is the genus, is the 
potentiality of all the species under it and none of 
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them in actuality, but all rest quictly in it; but in 
that it is actually what it is before the species, it 
belongs to the non-particulars. But certainly, if the 
intellects in specific form are going to exist, the 
activity proceeding from universal Intellect must be 
the cause. 

21. How then docs Intellect itself, remaining one 
in its essential structure, produce the partial beings? 
This is the same [as asking] how from those four 
primary genera the things which we call subsequent 
proceed. Well then, see how in this great, this 
overwhelming Intellect, not full of talk but full of 
intelligence, this Intellect which is all things and a 
whole, not a partial or particular intellect, all things 
which come from it are present. It certainly has 
number in the things which it sees, and it is one and 
many, and the many are its powers, wonderful 
powers, not weak but because they are pure the 
greatest of powers, fresh and full of life, we may say, 
and truly powers, without any limit to their action: 
so they are infinite, and infinity [is there] and great- 
ness. Then when you see existing in it in the way 
proper to Intellect this greatness, along with the 
beauty that there is in it of its substance and the 
glory and the light around it, you see quality also, 
already in flower on it; and with the continuity of its 
activity you see magnitude, quietly at rest, appear- 
ing to your gaze; there are one and two and three, 
magnitude and all that is quantitative being the 
third. And when you see quantity and quality in it, 
both tending to one and in a way becoming one, then 
observe figure also appearing. Then otherness tum- 
bles in and separates quantity and quality, and there 
are differences of figures and other qualities. And 
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sameness, which is there as well, mzkes equality 
exist, and otherness, inequality, in quantity, number 
and magnitude, and from these derive circles and 
squares and figures with unequal sides, and like and 
unlike numbers, and odd and even. For since its life 
is intelligent and its activity without imperfection, 
it leaves out none of the things which we now find to 
be works of intelligence, possessing them as realities 
and in the manner proper to Intellect. Intellect 
possesses them as in thought, but not the discursive 
kind of thought; but nothing is left out of all the 
things of which there are intelligible forming prin- 
ciples, but Intellect is like one greal complete intelli- 
gible principle embracing them all, and it gocs 
through them starting from its own first principles. 
or rather it has always gone through them, so that it 
is never true that it is going through them. For in 
general everywhere, whatever one might apprehend 
by reasoning as being in nature one will find existing 
without reasoning in Intellect, so as to think that 
Intellect has made being as it. is after reasoning—it 
is like the rational forming principles which make 
living beings: for as the most accurate reasoning 
would calculate was best, so are all things in the 
rational principles before reasoning. What, then, 
should one expect in the higher principles before 
nature and the principles in it? For in those of which 
the substance is nothing else than Intellect, and 
neither being nor intellect is brought to them from 
outside, there would be no trouble about everything 
being for the best, if it is disposed according tn 
Intellect and is what Intellect wills and is; therefore 
it is true and primary: for if i: came from another, 
that other would be Intellect. Now all figures have 
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been seen in being and all quality—nol a particular 
quality; for it could not be one since the nature of 
the other is there. but one and manv: for sameness is 
there also: one and many, and being is like this from 
the beginning, so that the one and many is in all its 
specific forms; magnitudes are various and figures 
various and qualities various; for it was nat possible 
or lawful for anything to be left out; for the intelli- 
gible All is complete, or it would not be the All and 
since life is running over it, or rather everywhere 
accompanying it, all thinge necoccarily booomo 
living beings, and there are bodies there also since 
there is matter and quality. Since all things eternal- 
ly come into being and eternally abide, and are in 
eternity comprehended in being, each of them being 
what it is and all again being in one, the complex 
and construction, as we may put it, of all in one is 
Intellect. And since it has the real beings in itself it 
isa "complete" living being and “the absolute living 
being” 1; but by giving itself to that which comes 
from it to behold, by becoming intelligible, it allows 
the transcendent Intellect to be rightly so called. 

22. And Plato speaks riddiingly of “the way ın 
which Intellect sees the Ideas in the complete living 
creature [observing] of what kind they are and how 
many they are”. For Soul toc, which comes after 
Intellect, though in so far as it is Soul it has [the 
Forms] in itself, sees them better in that which is 
before it; and our intellect, though it has them, sees 
them better in that which is before it; for in itself it 

? Plato Timaeus 31B1 and 39E7-9. 

? I adopt here Igal's éxei v for «cio, a very small change 
which gives a clearer sense. 
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only sees, but in what is before it it also sees that it 
sees. Now this intellect of ours, which, we maintain, 
sees, is not separated from that before it, asit derives 
from it, and because it is many from one and bas the 
nature of the other accompanying it, it becomes one- 
many. But the one Intellect, since i: is also many, 
makes the many intellects as well by a necessity of 
this kind. But in general it is not possible to appre- 
hend the numerical one and the individual; for 
whatever you apprehend is specific form; for it is 
without matter. So Plato makes this cryptic remark 
also, that “substance is cut up to infinity". For as 
long as the division, of a genus for instance, arrives 
at another form, it is not yet infinite; for it is limited 
by the forms which have been generated; but the 
ultimate form which is not divided into forms is more 
infinite. This is the meaning of "at this point to let 
them go into the infinite and say goodbye to them"? 
But as far as they are on their own. they are infinite; 
but as soon as they are comprchended by the one 
they arrive at number. So then Intellect holds the 
soul which comes after it so that it is in number, and 
holds soul down to its last part, but its last part is 
altogether infinite. And an intellect of this kind is a 
part, although it contains all things, and the whole 
intellect ... but soul is a part of a pert, but like an 
activity proceeding from it.? For when it is active in 
itself, the products of its activity are the other 
intellects, but when it acts outside itself, the product 
isSoul. And since Soul acts as genus or specific form, 
the other souls act as specific forms. And the activi- 
tics of these are double: that which is directed above 
Kirchhoff's text or that printed by Henry and Schwyzer in 
their first edition. 
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is intellect, that which is directed below is the other 
powers in proportion and order; the last of them is 
already grasping and shaping matter. And its under- 
part does not prevent all the rest fron being above. 
Or rather, what we call its underpart is an image of 
it, but not cut off, but like images in mirrors, [which 
last] while the archetype is present outside. But one 
must understand what “outside” means. And as far 
as that which is before the image [extends] the total 
intelligible universe, completed from all intelli- 
gibles, like this universe here below, which is an 
image of that one, as far as itis possible for an image 
of the Living Being to preserve the Living Being 
itself, as a drawing or a reflection in water is the 
ghostly image of that which appears to be there 
before the water and the drawing. But the image in 
the drawing and the water is not of the composite, 
but of the one formed by the other. So then the image 
of the intelligible is not ofits maker but of the things 
contained in the maker, which include man and 
every other living being: this here is a living being 
and so is that which made it, each in adifferent sense 
and both in the intelligible. 
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epi 700 xóopov dvaziatov dv ety [Loyretv Gunpotvras] ' 
ai dow abrod xal èë bv éore (ore)! Ouupobrras 
xarà yérn leñvan, orep dv ei rà» $ wv ù v Bpod. 
di ex p o v oĝoav eis ópiopéva dvdyoures à v soMois 
raùróv ety év, efiu wáà Ndo nal Excpor af, fos 
els åpiðuév rua. Üévces da orov atv, Tò uiv eri vois 
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piv oby ext ris denis Genorov cibos xal ôpoû mávra 


lS? 
178 


VI. 3. ON THE KINDS 
OF BEING HI 


1. We have explained the way in which we think 
about substance and how it might accord with the 
thought of Plato. But wemustalso enquire about the 
other nature, whether we should posit the same 
genera which we posited in the intelligible, or more 
here below, adding others to those, or altogether 
different ones, or some as they were there but others 
otherwise. We must of course understand “the same” 
[genera] analogously and ambiguously: this will 
become obvious when we have got tc know them. 
Our starting-point is this: since our discussion is 
about sense-objects and every sense-object is in- 
cluded in this universe of ours, it will be necessary in 
considering the universe to seek to divide its nature 
and distinguish its elements and arrange them by 
genera: as if we were to divide articulate sound! 
which is unlimited, into limited sections by bringing 
back to one what is the same in many, and then to 
another one and again a different one, until we have 
brought each and every one of them into a definite 
number, calling the one under which individuals are 
classed a species, and the one under which species 
are classed a genus. Now in the case of articulate 
sound each and every species and all of them which 


! This passage on the collection and division of sounds 
corresponds closely to Plato Philebus 17B-18C. 
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have been discovered can be brought back to one, 
and we can predicate “letter” or “sound” of all; but 
in the case of the things we are investigating this is 
not possible, as has been shown.! Therefore we must 
look for more genera, and different ones in this All 
from those in the intelligible, since this All is differ- 
ent from that and it is not called the All in the same 
sense but in a different one, and is an image. But 
since here below also in the mixture and compo- 
sition one element is body and the other soul—for 
the Allis a living thing—and the nature of soul is in 
that intelligible All and will not fit into the classi- 
fication of what is called substance here below, we 
must, even if it is difficult to do so, all the same leave 
soul out of the investigation in which we are at 
present occupied; just as if someone wishing to 
classify the citizens of a city, by their property 
assessments or skills for instance, left the resident 
foreigners out of account, But as regards the alfec- 
tions, which occur in soul with the body or because 
of the body, we must consider later how they are to 
be classed, when we are enquiring about things here 
below. 

2. And first of all we should consider what is 
called substance, agreeing that the nature in the 
sphere of bodies can only be called substance am- 
biguously. or should not pronerly be called sub- 
stance at all but coming intc being, because it is 
adapted to the idea of things in flux. Then some of 
the things which belong to coming into being are of 
this kind. and some of that: there are bodies; these. 
both simple and composite, we put in:o one class; 
and then there are incidentals and consequentials, 
and these we should also distinguish from each 
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other. Or there is one thing which is matter, and 
another which is the form upon it, and either each as 
a genus is separate or both fall under one genus, 
being each of them substance in the ambiguous 
sense or coming into being. But what is the common 
facior of matter and form? And how can matter be a 
genus, and a genus of what? For what essential 
differentiation is there belonging to matter? But in 
what genus is the product of both to be ranked? If 
the product of both is itself bodily substance, and 
each of them is not body, how could they be ranked 
in one and the same genus with the composite? And 
how could the elements! of a thing be ranked with 
the thing itself? But if we were to start with bodies, 
we should be starting with syllables. But why should 
we not say analogously, even if the division is not on 
the same lines, that instead of being in the intelli- 
gible there is matter here below, and instead of the 
intelligible movement there is form here below, a 
kind of life and perfection of matter, and that 
matter's not going out of itself corresponds to rest, 
and that there are sameness and otherness, since 
there is plenty of otherness, or rather unlikeness, 
here below? Now, first of all, matter does not hold or 
grasp form as its life or its activity, but form comes 
upon it from elsewhere and is not one of matter's 
possessions. Then, in the intelligible the form is 
activity and motion, but here below motion 1s some- 
thing else and an incidental; but form is rather 
matter’s rest and a kind of quietness: for it limits 
matter which is unlimited. And in the intelligible 
sameness and otherness helong to one thing, which 


? Or "letters": cp. ch. 1, 18. 
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is hoth same and other, but here below a thing is 
other by participation and in relation to something 
else, and the same and other is some particular same 
and other, uot as it might be in the intelligible but a 
particular same and a particular other which is 
something among the things which came later. But 
how can there be a rest of matter when it is being 
pulled into all sizes and gets its shapes from outside 
and is not sufficient in itself to generate the other 
things with these shapes? We must therefore reject 
this division. 

3. But let us explain how we should divide; this is 
the way to begin with: it is one thing to be matter, 
another to be form, another to be the composite of 
both, and another to be the peripheral character- 
istics; and of these peripheral characteristics, some 
are only predicated, some are also incidental; and of 
the incidentals some are in these three [, matter, 
form and composite], but in other cases these three 
are in the incidentals; others are their activilies, 
others their passive affections, and others conse- 
quences. And matter is common and in all the sub- 
stances, but is cerlainly not a genus, because it has 
no essential differences, unless one understood the 
differences as one part having a ery shape and one 
the shape of air. But if one was satisfied with what is 
common, that there is matter in all existing things, 
or that it is like a whole in relation to parts, it would 
be a genus in another sense; and this would be one 
element, and an element can be a gcnus. But the 
form, with the addition “ahout matter" or “in mat- 
ter", separates from the other forms, but does not 
include all substantial form. But if we mean by form 
that which makes substance, and by rational forma- 
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tive principle that which is substantial according to 
the form, we have not yet said how substance is to be 
understood. But, as for that composed of both [mat- 
ter and form], if this alone is substance, matter and 
form are not substances; but if they are also this, we 
must investigate what they have in common, But the 
characteristics which are only predicated would 
come under relation, being a cause or being an 
element for instance. And the incidental character- 
ics in the three would be quantitative or qualita- 
tive, in so far as they are in them; as for the cases 
where the three are 1n the incidentals, this would be 
like place and time; their activities and passive 
affections would be like movements; their conse- 
quences like place and time, the place a consequence 
of the composites, the time, the time of the move- 
ment. But the three will go into one, if we can find 
something common, the ambiguous substance here 
below; then the others will follow in order, relation, 
quantity, quality, in place, in time, movement, place, 
time. Or, if one leaves out place and time, “in place” 
and “in time” are superfluous, so that there are five, 
on the assumption that the firs: three are one; but if 
the first three do noi go into one, there will be 
matter, form, composite, relation, quantity, quality, 
movement. Or these last also could go into relatio: 
for it is more inclusive. 

4. What is it, then, which is the same in the three, 
and what will it be which makes them substance, the 
substance in things here below? Is it a kind of base 
for everything else? But matter is thought to be a 
base and "seat"! for form, so that the form will not 


! Plato Timaeus 52B1. 
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be included in substance. And the composite is a 
pase and seat for other things, so that the form with 
the matter will be a base for the composites, or at 
jeast for all that come after the composites, quantity, 
quality, movement for instance. But then, is the 
same in the three what is called "not belonging to 
another"? For white and black belong to something 
else, that which has become white, and the double 
belongs to something else—I do not mean that it 
belongs to the half but I am speaking of a double- 
sized piece of wood—and a father is someone else's, 
in so far as he is a father; and knowledge belongs to 
another, in whom it ie, and place is the boundary of 
another, and time the measure of another. But fire 
does not belong to something else, nor does a piece of 
wood in so far as it is a piece of wood, nor does man 
belong to something else, nor does Socrates, or 
“composite substance”! in general, or the substan- 
Live form belong to something else, because it is noz 
an affection of something else. For form does not 
belong to matter, but is a part of the composite; and 
the form of man and man are the same thing; and 
matter is part of a whole, and belongs to another as 
belonging to the whole, and not in the sense that 
that of which it is said to be is another thing; but 
what is said to be white is the white of something 
else. That then which belongs to another and is said 
to be of that other is not substance: substance, that 
is, is what belongs to that which it is, or, if it is a 
part, is an essential completion of a composite of its 
own kind; for the composite is either or both parts of 
itself, but in relation to the camposite each part is 


? Aristotle Metaphysics H 3. 1043230. 
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than the reading of the MSS, zepi 6. 

2 Aristotle Categories 5. 3a7-8 

“Tid. 2. 1224-25. 


ayo 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING III 


said to belong to it in another sense; or if it is a part, 
it is called so in relation to something else, but by 
itself its natural existence is said to be in being what 
it is, not ın belonging to another. The substrate is 
‘also common to matter, form, and the composite; but 
the matter is substrate to the form in one sense, and 
the form [and the composite] to the affections in 
another. Ur, alternatively, the matter 1s not sub- 
strate to the form—for the form is its perfection in so 
far as it is matter and in so far as it is potential—nor, 
again, is the form in it: for when something com- 
pletes some one thing with sonething else, neither of 
them is in the other, but both the matter and the 
form together are substrates to something else— 
man and a particular man are substrates to the 
affections, and precede the activities and 
consequences—and [substance is] that from which 
the others come and through which the others exist 
and the subject which is affected! and the origin of 
doing and making. 

5. This is to be understocd as being said about 
what is called substance here below: if it applies in 
any way to that intelligible substance, it is perhaps 
analogously and ambiguously. Thus it is said to be 
the first in relation to what comes after it. For it is 
not the first in any unqualified sense, but substantial 
sensibles are last in relation to intelligibles but first 
after them. And “substrate” is used in a different 
sense, and it is disputed whether there is passive 
affection in the intelligible, and, if it is there, pass- 
ivity there is something different. And the statement 
"not being in a substrate applies to all substance"? 
[is true] if that which is in a substrate must "not be 
there as a part of that in which it is"; nor in such a 
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way as to contribute with it to the completeness of 
some one thing; for it could not be as in a substrate 
in that with which it contributes to a composite 
substance; so the form is not in the matter as in a 
substrate, nor is humanity in Socrates [in this way], 
since it is a part of Socrates. What is not in a 
substrate, therefore, is substance; but if we say that 
itis “nul in a substrate nor predicated of a sub- 
strate",! we must add "as of something else", that 
the human also, predicated of a particular human 
being, may be included by thc statement in the 
addition "uut uf something else”. Tor when I predi- 
cate humanity of Socrates, I mean it not in the sense 
in which the wood is white, but in the sense that the 
white thing is white: for in saying that Socrates is 
human, I am saying that a particular human being ix 
human, predicating humanity of she human in So 
crates; but this is the same as calling Socrates 
Socrates, and again as predicating "living being” of 
this particular rational living being. Bus if someone 
says? that not being in a substrate is not a peculi- 
arity of substance, for the essential differentiation is 
not itself one of the things in a substrate, it is by 
understanding [the differentiation) as “the two- 
footed” that he makes this assertion that it is not in 
a substrate: since, if he did not understand “the two- 
footed”, which is a particular kind of substance, but 
“wwo-fouvedness”, noL meaning a substance but a 
quality, then the two-footed will be in a substrate. 
But time is not in a substrate either, nor is place. But 
if “the measure of movement” is understood as 


! Ibid. 5. 2212-15. 
* Aristotle, in Categories 5. 3821-28. 
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1 Theiler. 
? del. Kirchhoff, Müller, Theiler. 
? Creuzer. 
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applying to what is measured, the measure will exist 
in the movement as in a substrate, end the move- 
ment in what is moved; but ifit is taken as referring 
to the measurer, then the measure will be in uke 
measurer. And place, being the “boundary of the 
surroundings”, is in those surroundings. But what is 
to be said about this substance here which we are 
discussing? It comes abuu! that this substance can 
be understood in contrary ways according to one or 
more cr all of these statements, since the statements 
fit both matter and form and the composite as well. 
6. But if anyone should say Mal, granted lhal 
these are observations about substance, what it is 
has not been said, he is perhaps still requiring to see 
this with his bodily eyes; but this "is" and this 
"being" could nut beseen [in sais way]. Well then, is 
not fire substance, and water? Is each of them sub- 
stance because it is seen? No. But by having matter? 
No. But by having form? Not :his either. And not by 
being a composite either. Bul by what, then? By 
being. But the quantum is, and the quale is. But, we 
shall insist, only in an ambiguous sense. But what is 
this "is" which applies to fire and earth and such- 
ike things, and what is the difference between thi 
"is" and the “is” which applies to the others? It is 
that one means simply to be and simply existing, but 
the other means to be white. Well then, is the “is” 
which is added to the "white" the same as the "is" 
without addition? No, but one means primary being, 
the other being by participation and secondarily. 
For the "white" added to "being" makes the being 
white, and the "being" added to the "white" makes 
the white being, so that in both cases [there is 
Something incidental], the "white" incidental to the 
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“being” and the “being” incidental to the "white". 
And we do not mean this in the sense in which one 
might say that Socrates is white and the white thing 
is Socrates; for in both these cases Socrates is the 
same, but perhaps the white is not the same; for in 
the statement "the white thing is Socrates", So- 
crates is included in "the white", bu: in the state- 
ment "Socrates is white" the white is simply and 
solely incidental. And here [in the case we are 
discussing] "being is white" has "white" as inci- 
dental, but in the statement "the white is being”, 
"the white" has being included in it. And in general 
the white has being because it is about being and in 
being; it derives its existence therefore from bein, 
but being has being from itself and white from the 
white, not because itis in the white, but because the 
white is in it. But, since this being in the sense-world 
does not exist of ilself, it must be said that it has its 
being from the real being and has its being white 
from the real white; that also which has the white 
has its being by participation in the being of that 
other intelligible world. 

7. But if anyone should say that the things here 
which are based on matter have their being from it 
we shall demand where matter gets being and thc 
existent from. We have explained elsewhere that 
matter is not primary. But if one says that the other 
things could not come into existence except on the 
basis of matter, we shall agree as far as sense-objects 
are concerned. But even if matter is prior to these, 
nothing prevents it from being posterior to many 
things and to all the things there in the intelligible, 


In VI. 1. 25-28 (the critique of Stoic corporealism). 
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since the being it has is dim and less than the things 
based upon it, in «o far as they are rational prin- 
ciples and derive more from the existent but matter 
is utterly irrational, a shadow of rational form and a 
falling away from rational form; but if one says that 
this matter gives being to the things based on it as 
Socrates docs to the whiteness based upon him, we 
must say that. what is more existent might give being 
to what is less existent, but the less existent could 
not give being to the more existent. But if the form is 
more existent than the matter, existence is no more 
something common to both, nor is substance a genus 
containing matter, form and the composite, bul they 
have many things, those we are speaking of, in 
common, but their being is different. For when some- 
thing which is more existen: arrives about some- 
thing which is less existent, [the latter] would be 
first in order, but posterior in substance; so that, if 
being is not equal for matter, [orm and the com- 
posite, substance would not still be common as a 
genus. It will, certainly, be otherwise disposed to the 
things which come after it, as having something 
common in relation to them by the fact. of their 
being, as there is a dimmer and a clearer life, and one 
picture is a skelch and another a more finished 
work. But if one were to measure being by the 
dimness of being and let. go what is more of it in the 
others, in this way again being will be common. But 
one should not perhaps proceed like this. For each 
[of the three, matter, form and composite] is different 
as a whole, and the dimness is not something enm- 
mon, just as in the case of life there would be 
nothing in common between nutritive, perceptive 
and intelligent life. So here also being is different in 
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matter and in form, and both together come from one 
which flows in all sorts of different ways. For it is not 
only necessary for one to exist more and the other 
worse and less if Wie second comes from the first and 
the third from the second, but even if both come from 
thc same, in that one has a larger share in fire, like a 
pot, and the other less, so as not to become a pot. But 
perhaps matter and form do not even come from the 
same: for there are different things also in the intelli- 
gible world. 

8. Bul ought one then to drop division into ele- 
ments, especially when one is speaking about sen- 
sible suhstance, which one must grasp by sense 
rather than reason, and not to take into consider- 
ation the parts of which they are composed—for 
those parts are not substances, or at least not sen- 
sible substances—and include in one genus what is 
common to stone and carth and water and the plants 
which arise from these, in so far as they are sense- 
objects, and the animals likewise? For [if one dces 
this] matter and form will not have been left out; for 
sensible substance has these; for fire anc earth and 
the elements between are matter and form, and the 
composites are alrcady many substances coming 
together into ane. And what is common to all these 
is how they are separated from the other things; for 
these are substrates to the others and not in a 
substrate nor belonging to another; and everything 
else which has been said applies here. But if sensible 
substance docs not exist without size or without 
quality, how shall we still he able to separate whatis 
incidental? For when we separate off this, size, 
shape, colour, dryness, moistness, wha: are we going 
to establish as substance itself? For these [sensible] 
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substances are qualified substances. But is there 
something around which occur what make being 
simply substance into being qualified substance? 
And will fire be not as a whole substance, but 
something belonging to it, like a part? And what 
could this be? Just matter. But then, is sensible 
substance a conglomeration of qualities and matter, 
and are all these compounded together on one mat- 
ter substance, but when each is taken separately will 
one be a quale and one a quantum, or will they be 
many qualia’? And will that which, if it is lacking, 
does nol allow a completed coming into existence to 
take place be a part of this substance, but that 
which, when a substance has come to be, comes to it 
as an addition, have its own position and not be 
hidden in the mixture which makes up vhat is called 
substance? | do not mean this in the sense that when 
it is there with the others it is substance, completing 
‘one mass of a particular size and quality, but else- 
where when it is not. contributing to completion it is 
a quality, but that even in the former case each 
particular one is not a substance, but the whole 
made up from them all is substance. And there is no 
need to object if we make sensible substance out of 
non-substances; for cyen the whole is not true sub- 
stance but. imitates the true substance, which has its 
being without the others which attend on it, and the 
others come into being from it, because it truly is; 
but here what underlies is sterile and inadequate to 
be being, because the others do not come from it, but 
it is a shadow, and upon what is itself a shadow, a 
picture and a seeming 


* Cp. ch. 15, 24-38 and II. 7.3. 
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1 Igal, HS «ci pryvévra Enn. 


1The bodies of celestial living beings are, of course, 
spherical. 
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9. So much for what is called sensible substance 
and the one genus, Rut what species of it should one 
posit, and how should one divide them? Now the 
whole must be classed as body, and of bodies some 
are matterish and some organic; the matterish are 
fire, earth, water, air; the organic the bodies of 
plants and animals, which have their differences 
according to their shapes. Thea one should take the 
species of earth and of the other elements, and in the 
case of organic bodies one should divide the plants, 
and the bodies of animals, according to their shapes; 
or by the fact that some are on and in the earth, and, 
element by element, [one should class separately] 
the bodies in each; or [one could class them on the 
ground that] some are light, some are heavy, and 
some in between, and that some stand in the middle, 
some surround them above, and some are in be- 
tween; and in each of these the bodies are already 
differentiated by their outlines, so as to be some of 
them bodies of celestial living beings! and others 
appropriate to the other elements; or one should 
divide the four according to their species and after- 
wards proceed in another way to weave them to- 
gether by blending their differences according to 
places and shapes and mixtures, classing them as 
fiery or earthly, called so according to tho largest 
and predominant element fin the mixture]. But as for 
calling them “first” and “second”*—"‘this fire" and 
“fire”—these have a difference in another way, 
because one is individual and one universal, but not 
a difference of substance: under quality, also, there 
is “something white” and “white” and "a particular 


? Aristotle Categories 5. 2a11-19. 
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literary skill" and "literary sxill". For what less 
does "literary skill" have in comparison with "a 
particular literary skill" and in general "body of 
knowledge" in comparison with “a particular body 
of knowledge”? For literary skill is not posterior to 
the particular literary skill but rather it is because 
literary skill exists that thatin you exists; since that 
in you is particular by being ın you, but ın itself is 
the same as the universal. And Socrates did not in 
his own person give being human to the non-human 
but humanity gave being human to Socrates: the 
particular human isso by participation in humanity. 
Since what could Socrates be except "a man of a 
particular kind" and what could the "of a particular 
kind" do towards being moreof a substance? But if it 
is because “humanity is only a form" but Socrates is 
"form in matter", he would be less human in this 
respect: for the rational form is worse in matter. But 
ifhumanity is not in itself form, but in matter, what 
less will it have than the particular human in mat- 
ter, when it is itself the rational form of something in 
a kind of matter? Again, the more general is prior by 
nature, as the species is prior to the individual; but 
the prior by nature is also simply prior: how then 
could it be less? But the individual ie prior in 
relation to us because it is more knowable; but this 
does not make a difference in actual fact. Then, if it 
were so, there would not be one definition of sub- 
stance: for the definition of what is pr:marily and 
what is secondarily is not the same, nor do they 
come under one genus. 

10. Tt is also possible to divide like this, hy hot and 
dry, and dry and cold, and moist and cold, or what- 
ever kind of coupling ke? wants, and then a compo- 
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sition and mixture of these; and either to stop there, 
coming to a halt at the composite, or [to go on 
dividing] according to whether things are in or on 
the earth, or according to the shapes aud according 
lo the differences of animals, not dividing the 
animals but dividing according to their bodies, 
which are like their tools. The division according to 
their shapes is not out of place, since the division 
according to their qualities is not either, hotness, 
coldness and such like. But if someone were to say 
“but bodies act by these", we shall reply that they 
also act according lo he mixtures aud the colours 
and the outlines. For since our discussion is about 
sensible substance the division would not be out of 
place if it was taken to be made by the differences 
which present themselves t) seuse-perceptiun, for 
this sensible substance is not simply being, but is 
perceived by sense, being this whole world of ours; 
since we maintained that its apparent existence was 
a congress of perceptibles, and ihe guaraniee of 
their being comes from sense-perception. But if the 
composition has no limits, one should divide accord- 
ing to the species-forms of living things, the bodily 
species of man, for instance. For this, a species-form 
of this kind, is a quality of body, and it is not out of 
place to divide by qualities. But if we said that some 
bodies are simple and some are composite, opposing 
the composite to the simple in our division, we were 
speaking of matterish and organic bodies, not taking 
the composite seriously into account. It is not a 
division by opposition which sets the composite 
against the simple, but, when one had placed the 
simple bodies by the first division, one mixed them 
and differentiated the composites starting from an- 
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other subordinate principle, either by positions or 
shapes, some celestial and others earthly, for in- 
stance. And so much for substance or coming-to-be 
in the things perceived by sense. 

11. But about the quantum and quantity, it has 
often been said how one should locate it in number 
and size, in so far as each individual thing which is 
jn the number of things in matter and the extension 
of the substrate is of a certain size—for the dis- 
cussion is not about separate quantity but about the 
quantity which makes the wood three cubits long 
and the tive which apphes to the horses—and that 
only these things should be called quanta, but that 
place and time should not be considered under 
quantity, but that time because it is the “measure of 
motion" should in its own nature also be given to the 
relative, and that place is what surrounds body, so 
that this too is put in relation and the relative; 
further, movement is continuous and so was not put 
in the class of quantity. But why are large and small 
not in quantity? For the large is large by some kind 
of quantity and size is not something relative, but 
larger and smaller belong to the relative; for they 
are so in regard to another, like the double. Why 
then is “the mountain small, but the millet-seed 
large” ‘? Now, first of all, this is said instead of 
"smaller". For if it is agreed that it is called small in 
regard to and from [comparison with] things of the 
same kind, it is agreed that it is said instead of 
"smaller". And a large millet-seed is not simply 
called "large" but “large millct-secd” and this is the 
same as "of things of the same kind", and it can 
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naturally be called larger than things of the came 
kind. Next, why is "beautiful" not said to be one of 
the relatives? But we call something beautiful in 
itself; it has the quality of beauty, but “more beauti- — 
ful" is one of the relative terms; and then what is 
called beautiful might appear ugly in relation to 
something else, like the beauty of a man compared to 
a god; "the most beautiful of monkeys", he' says, "is 
ugly in comparison with another kind"; but it is 
beautiful by itself, but in relation to something else 
it is more beautiful or the opposite. And in the case 
of size, then, a thing is large in itself by possession of 
size, but in relation to something clsc it is not so. 
Otherwise one would have to deny the "beautiful" 
because something else was more beautiful; so here 
one must not deny the "large" because there is 
something larger than it: since it could not be larger 
at all ifit was not large, just as a thing could not be 
more beautiful if it was not beautiful. 

12. We must allow then that there is opposition in 
the quantitative; for our notions admit the oppo- 
sition, when we say "large" and when we say 
“small”, and meke our mental images opposite, just 
as when we say "many" and "few": for we ought to 
say much the same about "few" and "many". For 
"there are many people in the house" is instead of 
“more people”; but this is in relation to something 
else; and we say “few people in the theatre” instead 
of “fewer”.? And one ought in general to call the 
many “many” as a multiplicity in number—and how 
can multiplicity be one of the relatives?’—but this is 
the same as saying "an expansion of number" and 
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the opposite “contraction”. And the same applies to 
the continuous, in that our notion of it prolongs the 
continuous into the distance. So there is a quantum 
when the unit moves forward, and also when the 
point does. But if either of them comes to a stop 
quickly, one is few and the other small; but if the 
advance does not halt quickly in its progress, one is 
many and the other large. What then is the defining 
limit? What is it of the beautiful? Or the hot? And it 
is possible here also to be hotter. But "the hotter" is 
said in relation to something, but “the hot" is simply 
a quale. But in general there must be a rational form 
of the large just as there is of the beautiful, which 
when it is participated makes a thing large, as the 
form of the beautiful makes a thing beautiful. In 
these respects, then, there is an opposition in the 
quantitative; for there is no longer one in place, 
because place does not belong to the quantitative; 
since, even if place did belong to the quantitative, 
“up” would not be opposite to anything, since there 
is no “down” in the All. But when “up” and “down” 
are spoken of in the parts, they could not mean 
anything else but “higher up” and “lower down” 
and are like "right" and "left"; and these belong to 
the relatives. But "syllable" and "word" have a 
quantitative character and come under the quantita- 
tive: for they are a sound of a certain length !: but. 
sound itself is a movement; so it must be generally 
referred to movement, as action is. 

13. It has been well said? that the continuous is 
distinguished from the discrete by the common and 


1 On sound as quantitative cp. VI. 1.5. 
? By Aristotle: Categories 6. 4b. 
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the particular limit; and further, in the case of 
number, that it is distinguished by odd and even. 
And again, if there are distinctions in each of these 
[divisions] they should be left to those whose busi- 
ness is number, or we should posit that these are 
distinctions of the monodic [ideal] numbers, but no 
longer of those in sense-objects. But if logic sep- 
arates the numbers 1n senseobjects [from the ob- 
jects], nothing prevents us from making in thought 
the same distinctions of these. But how do we make 
distinctions in the continuous, if one kind is line, 
one plane and one solid? Now the distinctions 
one-dimensional two-dimensional and three- 
dimensional do not seem to be proper to one who is 
dividing into species, but rather to one who is simply 
making a count. For if in numbers also when they 
are taken like this according to the before and after, 
there is no genus common to them, there will be 
nothing common either to the first, second and third 
dimensions. But perhaps it is in so far as they are 
quantitative that they are one and the same, and 
some of them are not more quantitative and some 
less, even if some have wider extensions and some 
narrower, And numbers then would have what 1s in 
common to them in so far as they are all numbers; for 
perhaps the number one does not produce the num- 
ber two or the number two the number three, but the 
same produces all. But if the number-series does not 
come into being, but is, but we think it as having 
come into being, let the lesser number de earlier and 
the greater later; but in so far as they are all 
numbers they are classed under one head. And now 
we must transfer what applied to numbers to magni- 
tudes: we shall separate from each other line, sur- 
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face and solid (which Aristotle calls body) by their 
all heing magnitudes speciñcally different. But we 
must investigate whether we should divide each of 
them, line 1nto straight, circular and spiral, plane 
into rectangular and circular form, solid into solid 
forms, sphere and those bounded by straight-line 
sides, and these again, as the geometers do, into 
those with triangular and those with quadrilateral 
sides, and these again into others. 

14. What, then, are we to say that a straight line 
is? Ie it not that itis a magnituce? Now one could say 
that the straight is a magnitude of a certam quahty. 
What then prevents it from being a specific different- 
iation of the line as line?—for the straight does not 
belong to anything else but a line—since we get our 
specific differentiations of substance also from the 
qualitative. If a line, then, is straight, it is a quan- 
tum with a specific difference, end the straight line is 
not for this reason a composite of straight and line; 
but if itis a composite, it is as with its specific 
difference. But the figure made of three lines—the 
triangle—why is it not in the quantitative? Now the 
triangle is not just three lines, but three lines in this 
particular disposition, and the quadrilateral four 
lines in this particular disposition; and indeed the 
straight line is both disposed in a particular way and 
quantitative. If then we say that the straight line is 
not only quantitative, what prevents us from saying 
that the limited straight line is not only quanti 
tive? But the limit of the line is a point, and not ia 
anything else. And so the limited surface is quantita- 
tive, since lines limit it, which are much more in the 
quantitative. If then the limited surface is in the 
quantitative, and this is either a quadrilateral or a 
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polygon or a hexagon, then all figures are in the 
quantitative. But if, because we say that the triangle 
is a quale and the quadrilateral also, weare going to 
put them in the qualified, there is no objection to 
putting the same thing in several categories: in so 
far as it is a magnitude, and a magnitude of a certain 
size, it is in the quantitative, but in so far as it 
presents a shape of a certain quality, it is in the 
qualitative. Now the triangle is in itself shape of a 
certain quality: what then prevents us from calling 
the sphere a quale? If then one comes to the real 
point at issue, geometry will not be concerned with 
magnitudes but with quality. But this does not ap- 
pear to be so, but this activity is concerned with 
magnitudes. But the specific differences of magni- 
tudes do not take away their being magnitudes, just 
as those of substances do not make them non- 
substances. Further, every surface is limited, for it is 
not possible for any surface to be unlimited. And 
further, just as when I grasp a quality ofa substance, 
T call it a substantial quality, so, and much more, 
when I grasp figures, I grasp specific differences of 
quantity. Then, if we are not going to take these as 
specific differences of magnitudes, of what are we 
going to posit that they are differences? But if they 
arc specific differences of magnitudes, the different 
magnitudes arising from the differences must be 
arranged in species of magnitudes. 

15. But how do the "equal and unequal properly 
belong to the quantitative’? For triangles are 
spoken of as like. Now. magnitudes are also spoken 
of as “like” and the likeness which is spoken of does 
not abolish the fact that. the like and the unlike are 
in the qualitative; for perhaps here in magnitudes 
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1 FP*. Kirchhoff: roi Enn. 
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“like” is used differently, and not as in the qualita- 
tive. Then, if he! said that “equal and unequal 
properly helong to the quantitative”, he did not 
abolish the possibility of predicating likeness of 
some magnitudes; but if he said that “the like and 
unlike belong to the qualitative”, then, as we as- 
serted, likeness in the quantitative must be under- 
stood in a different way. But if “the like” is under- 
stood in the same way also in magnitudes, we must 
investigate other characteristics proper to each 
genus, the quantitative and the qualitative. Now we 
must say that the term “like” can be used also of the 
quantitative, in so far as the specific differences are 
present in it, and in gencral that one ought to class 
the differences which heln to complete the essence 
under that of which they are the differences, and 
especially when the specific difference as specific 
difference belongs to that alone. But if in one it 
contributes to the completion of the essence, but in 
the other not, it must be classed where it con 
tributes, but where it does not. contribute, simply 
taken by itself: I mean that it contributes to the 
completion not simply of the essence, but of the 
essence of such a kind, since “of such a kind" allows 
anon-substantial addition. And we must note this as 
well, that we call both triangles and quadrilatcrals 
“equal” and apply the term to all figures, plane and 
solid. So let it be established that “equal” and 
“unequal” properly belong to the quantitative. But 
we must investigate whether "like" and "unlike" 
helong ta the qualitative 

? Aristotle, The statements about equality and inequality 
and likeness and unlikencsa discussed hore are Categories 
6. 6a26 and 8. 11a18-19. 
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It was said about the qualitative that, mixed to- 
gether with others, matter and the quantitative, it 
effects the completion of sensible substance, and 
that this so-called substance is this compound of 
many, and is not a “something” but a “something 
like”; and the rational form, of fire for instance, 
indicates rather the "something", but the shape it 
produces is rather a quale. And the rational form of 
man is the being a “something”, but its product in 
the nature of body, being an image of the form, is 
rather a sort of “something like”. It is as if, the 
visible Socrates being a man, his painted picture, 
being colours and painter's stuff, was called So- 
crates; in the same way, therefore, since there is a 
rational form according to which Socrates is, the 
perceptible Socrates should not rightly be said to be 
Socrates, but colours and shapes which are represen- 
tations of those in the form; and this rational form in 
relation to the truest form of man is affected in the 
same way. And so much for that. 

16. But when each of the categories which have to 
do with so-called substance is taken separately, 
quality [must be said] to be in sense-cbjects, not the 
terms signifying "something" or "how much" or 
"movement" but those indicating the distinctive 
characteristic and the "of such a kind" and “of what 
kind”, for instance beautiful and ugly applied to the 
body; for there is only a verbal identity between the 
beautiful here and there in the intelligible, as there 
is also between the qualitative here and there; since 
black and white also are different here and there. 
But is the qualitative in the seed, that is m the 
rational principle of a particular kind, the same or 
only verbally identical with that which appears? 
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And is it to be assigned to the intelligibles there or 
the sense-objects here? And what about ugliness in 
the soul? For that beauty in the soul is something 
different [from bodily beauty] is already clear. But if 
{ugliness or vice in the soul] is in this qualitative 
here, the question arises if virtue is among the 
qualitatives here. Perhaps some virtues are among 
the qualitatives here, and some among those there. 
Since one might be in some difficulty whether the 
aris, which are rational forms, belong among those 
here ': for even if they are rational forms in matter, 
their matter is the soul. But when they are also with 
[bodily] matter, how are they here? Take lyre- 
playing for instance; for it has to do with the strings, 
and the tune, sensible sound, is in some way part of 
the art, unless perhaps one were to suppose that 
these are activities, not parts. But even so they are 
sense-perceived activities; since the beauty also 
which is in body is bodiless; but since it is perceived 
by the senses we allotted it to what has to do with 
body and belongs to body. But we suppose that 
geometry and arithmetic are double, and should 
rank one kind of them here in this qualitative, but 
the works of the soul itself directed to the intelli- 
gible should be ranked there. And indeed Plato says 
the same about music and astronomy. So then the 
arts which are concerned wita body and use percep- 
tible tools and sense-perception, even if they are 
dispositions of the soul, since they are dispositions 
of the soul inclining downwards are to be ranked in 
this qualitative here. And indeed there is nothing to 


? On the status of the arts in the intelligible and sensible 
worlds see also V. 9.11-12. 
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1 The terminology here is Stoic: cp. SVF III 280. 
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prevent us from ranking the practical virtues here 
below, those which act in such a way that their 
action is ofa civic [or social] kind, all those which do 
not separate the soul and lead it to the things there 
above, but work the good life here below, regarding 
this as preferable but not as necessary. Then the 
beautiful in the seed and still more the black and the 
white belong among these here helaw. Well then, 
shall we rank the soul of this particular kind, in 
which these rational forms are, with the substance 
here below? Now we did nct say that these were 
bodies, but since the rational forms were concerned 
with bodies and bodies' doinzs, we put them in the 
quality here below; but when we take sensible sub- 
stance to be that which is composed of all that we 
have mentioned, we shall certainly not rank an 
incorporeal substance in it. But, though we said that 
all the qualities were incorporeal, we counted them 
in the sensible since they are affections inclining to 
this world and forms belonging to a particular soul; 
for since the affection is divided into two, into that 
with which it is concerned and that in which it is, we 
allotted it to the quality which is not corporeal but 
in the sphere of body; but we do not goon to allot the 
soul to the substance here below because we had 
already allotted its body-directed affection to the 
qualitative; but when it was thought of without the 
affection and the rational form [we have been dis- 
cussing] we have assigned it to the region from 
which it came and have left no substance in any way 
intelligible here below. 

17. If we think this is so, we should divide quali- 
ties into soul-qualities and (as belonging to body) 
body-qualities. But if one wishes all souls to be in the 
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iThis way of explaining the differences of senso- 
perceived qualitics seeme to go back to the Atomists: cp. 
Democritus A 120 DK. It was adopted by Plato (Timaeus 
675-6) and Aristotle (Metaphysics I 7. 1057b8-9, Topica 
H 3. 153238-b1), who is criticised here. 
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intelligible one can divide the qualities here below 
by the senses, some [porecived] through the eyes, 
same through the ears. some through touch. taste, 
smell; and if there are any diferentiations of these. 
[they are to be distinguished, colours by sight, 
sounds by hearing and |others] by the other senses: 
sonnds, in so far as they are qualified, are sweet 
harsh, soft. But, since we distinguish the different 
ations of substances by qualities, and activities and 
actions as fine or ugly and in general of some kind— 
for the quantitative comes into the differentiations 
which make species seldom or nowhere—and the 
cuantitative by the qualities peculiar to quanta, one 
might be in some difficulty about how one should 
divide the qualitativa hy species, what lind of dif. 
ferentiations one should use and from what kind of 
genus one should take them. For it is absurd to 
divide it by its identical self, as if one said that 
differentiations of suhstances were again sub- 
stances. By what then does cne differentiate white 
and black? And by what colours in general? From 
tastes and tangible qualities? But if these differenti- 
ations are hy different sense-organs, the distinction 
is not in its subjects. But hov does one distinguish 
qualia perceived by the same sense? If it is because 
one concentrates and one diffuses the eyes, and one 
diffuses and ana concentrates tha tanga, first thare 
is a dispute about the experiences themselves, 
whether these are diffusions and concentrations; 
and then Aristotle has not stated by what the ex- 
neriences themselves are differentiated! Rut if one 
says "by their powers”2—and “by their powers" is 


? Aristotle Categories 8. 9a14-16. 
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? Vitringa: ize âè Enn. 


232 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING II 


nreasonable onc should perhaps reply that 
ble things are to be distinguished by their 
powers, branches of knowledge for instance; but why 
should these, which are perceptible, be distin- 
guished by what they do? And when in the case of 
branches of knowledge we are distinguishing them 
by their powers, and in general with the powers of 
soul separating them as different by what they do, 
we are able to grasp their differentiations rationally, 
since we see not only what they are concerned with, 
but their rational forms. We shall be able to divide 
the arts by their rational forms and their theories, 
but how shall we divide the qualities in bodies? Now 
even in that case one might enquire how the differ- 
ing rational forms are different. And white certainly 
does appear to differ from black: but by what, we are 
still enquiring. 

18. But all these points of difficulty show that one 
should look for differentiations of other things, by 
which we separate them from each other, but to look 
for differentiations of differentiations is impossible 
and irrational: for it is not possible to look for 
substances of substances or quantities of quantity or 
qualities of qualities or differentiations of differen- 
tiations. But it is necessary, where the circum- 
stances admit, [to distinguish them] by their powers 
to make or something of the sort; but where even 
these are not present, as [when distinguishing] leek- 
green from greenish-yellow (since they say! that 
these belong to white and black), what is one going 
to say? But the truth is that it is either sense- 


! The Peripatetics: cp. Aristotle De Sensu 4. 442a24-25; 
Categories 10. 12218. 
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1 This sentence is one of the clearest statements in 
Plotinus of the close resemblance between aia?jas and 
vojjas: cp. VL 7, 7. 29-31; he seems here to be developing the 


234 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING IIT 


perception or intellect which says that they are 
different, and they will not. give a reason, sense- 
perception because the reason does not belong to it, 
but only giving different indications, but the in- 
tellect everywhere uses its own simple acts of atten- 
tion, not reasons, so that it says of each thing "this is 
this and that is that”; and there is an otherness in its 
movements which distinguishes one thing from an- 
other and does not itsel? need an otherness.! Then 
will all qualities be differentiations or not? White- 
ness, indeed, and colours in general and touch- and 
taste-qualities would be differentiations of other 
things even if they are species, but how could litera- 
ture and music be? By the fact that one soul is 
literary and another musical, especially when they 
are so by nature, so that these become species- 
forming differentiations. And if quality, then, was a 
differentiation, it would be either from this genus or 
also from another; and if from the same genus, it 
would be a differentiation of what is from the same 
genus, qualities of qualities for instance. For virtue 
and vice are states, one of this kind and one of that; 
so that since states are qualities the differentiations 
are qualities; unless one were to say that the state 
without the differentiation was not a quality, but the 
differentiation made the quality. But if [one says] 
that the sweet is beneficial but the bitter harmful, 
one is distinguishing them by relation, not quality. 
But suppose [one says] that the sweet is dense and 
the sour rare? One does not perhaps mean that what 
the sweet is is dense, but that in which the sweetness 


thought of Aristotle: ep. Nicomachean Ethics VI 11 
1143a35-b5. 
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is; and the same applies to the sour. 80 one must 
investigate whether everywhere quality is a differen 
tiation of what is not quality. as substance is not a 
differentiation of substance or quantity of quantity. 
Now five differs from three by two. No, :t exceeds by 
two and “difference” is not the word used: for how 
could it differ by “two” which is in the "three"? But 
neither would movement differ by movement from 
movement, nor would one find this in the other 
genera. But with vice and virtue one must compare 
the whole with the whole. and so one will dis- 
tinguish the wholes by themselves. But as for the 
differentiations being derived from the same genus, 
the qualitative, and not from another, if one dis- 
tinguished by one [virtue or vice] being concerned 
with pleasures, and one with tempers, and one with 
the acquisition of produce, and accepted that this 
was a good distinction, it is clear that it is possible 
for non-qualities also to be differentiations. 

19. We should rank with quality, as it appeared, 
the differentiated qualia, in so far as there is quality 
in them, not bringing them themselves into 
consideration, to avoid having two categories, but: 
going up from them, to that after which they are 
called qualia. But the "not-white", if it indicates 
another colour, is a quality; but if it was only a 
negation it would be nothing bat a sourd or 2 name 
or a definition of the thing to which it is applicable; 
and if it is a sound, it is a movement, but if it is a 
name or definition, it is relative in that these are 
significant. But. if there is not. only a eounting-out of 
things according to their genus, but ore must also 
count out the words and the significations, saying 
what genus each of them signifies, we shall say that 
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positive terms posit things by simply indicating 
them, but negative terms take them away. Yet per- 
haps it is better not to count in the negations, at any 
rate if we do not count in the positive terms because 
they are composite. But what about privations? If 
what they are privations of are qualities, they them- 
selvoo aro qualitios, “toothlose” or "blind" for in 
stance. But the “naked” and the “clothed” are 
neither of them qualified, bul rather in a particular 
state: in a relation, therefore, to something else. An 
affection, as long as being affected continues, is not 
a quality but a kind of movement; but when affection 
means having been affected and having the affection 
still remaining, it is a quality, but if something does 
no: still have the aifection but 1s said to have been 
affected, this means to have deen moved; and this is 
the same as “was in movement”. But one must only 
think of the movement, taking away the time: for it 
is not even proper to bring in the "now". The "well 
done" and such-like are to be referred to the single 
notion of the genus. But we must enquire whether 
heing of a red complexion is to be referred to the 
qualitative, but not as well the [temporarily] red- 
faced man. Now turning red in the face is correctly 
nol so referred; for there is affection or in general 
movement; but if someone is not any more turning 
red, but is red in the face already, why is he not 
qualified? For being qualified does not depend on 
time—or by what interval of time would it be 
detined?—but by being of such a kind, and when we 
say “red-faced” we say “qualified”; or otherwise we 
shall only call [settled] states, and not any more 
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[temporary] dispositions, qualities. And then a warm 
man would not be a man who is getting warm, and a 
sick man not a man on the way to sickness. 

30. But one must see if there is not to every 
quality another contrary one; since in the case of 
virtue and vice even the mean appears to be contrary 
to the extremes. But in the case of colours (he! says 
that] the intermediates are not so. Perhaps there- 
fore, because the intermediate colours are mixtures 
of the extremes, we ought not to make a division of 
them by opposition, but [only] by white and black, 
[regarding] the others as compositions [of white and 
black]. Or else we divide them by opposition because 
one particular colour among the intermediates is 
different [from the others] even if they can be seen as 
resulting from composition. Or because the con- 
traries do not only differ, but differ as much as 
possible. But it is likely that "differing as much as 
possible” is only apprehended in already positing 
these intermediates: since if one taxes away ths 
arrangement of intermediates, by what will one 
define "as much as possible"? Or because grey is 
nearer to white than black is; and we are informed of 
this by sight, and it is the same with tastes and 
touch-sensations, bitter, sweet, hot, cold, and what 
is neither in between; but that this is how we are 
accustomed to apprehend things is clear, but per- 
haps someone would not concede us this, that white 
and yellow and any colour in relation to any other 
are altogether different from each other, and since 


? Aristotle. Plotinus is contrasting Nicomachean Ethics 
IL 5. 1106b24-28 (on virtue and vice as mean and extremes) 
with e.g. Categories 8. 10b12-18 (on colours). 
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they are different qualia are contrary. For their 
contrariety is not due to the fact that there are 
intermediates, but to this being different. At any 
rate, no intermediate mtervenes between health and 
sickness, and they are contraries: perhaps because 
the results of each have the greatest possible dif- 
ference. And how is it possible to say “the greatest 
possible" if there are not lesser differences in the 
intermediates? One cannot therefore say “the 
greatest possible” in the case of health and sickness. 
So contrariety is to be determined by something else, 
not by the "as much as possible". But if il is deler- 
mined by the "much", if "much" ie said instead of 
“more” compared with “less”, again the contraries 
without intermediates will get away; but if it means 
simply “much”, when it is agreed that there is much 
distance between each and every thing, one cannot 
measure the distance by the “more”. But we must 
investigate how there is contraricty. Is it, then, that 
things which have some likeness—I do not mean 
likeness according to genus, nor at all that which 
results from the mixture of something like other 
forms of them—either greater or lesser, are not 
contraries, but those are contraries which have 
nothing the same in their specific form? And onc 
must add: in the genus of quality. For then also the 
contraries which have no intermediates [will be 
contrary |, those which have nothing tending to like- 
ness, as there are no others which so to speak face 
both ways and have a likeness to each other—but of 
some of them only some intermediates do not 
have a likeness. If this is so those among colours 
which have something in common wil! not be con- 
traries. But there will be nothing to prevent, not 
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every colour being contrary to every colour, but one 
colour to another. And the same will apply to tastes. 
And let that be the end of this discussion. But as for 
the "more" it appeared that itis in the participants, 
but there was a difficulty about health and justice. 
Certainly if each of these has the breadth for it, the 
permanent states themselves must be granted to 
have it. But there in the intelligible each is the 
whole and does not have a "more". 

21. About movement, whether one should posit it 
as a genus, one might look a: it in this way: first, 
whether it would not be appropriate to refer it to 
another genus, and then whether nothing higher 
than it could be predicated of it in its essence, and 
then whether by receiving many differentiations it 
will make species. To what genus will one refer it? 
For it is neither substance or quality of the things 
which have it; one will certainly not refer it to active 
doing and making—for there are certainly many 
movements in passivity—nor to passivity because 
many movements are active doings and makings: but 
one should rather refer activities and passivities to 
this [genus of movement]. Nor again could it be 
correctly referred to relation, because movement is 
movement of something and rot on its own; for in 
this way the qualitative would he in the category of 
relation; for quality is quality of something and in 
something; and the same will apply to the quantita- 
tive. But if it is because these are something parti- 
cular, even if in so far as they exist they are of 
something clse, that one is called quality and the 
other quantity, in the same way, since, even if 
movement is movement of something, itis something 
before it is of something, we should grasp what it is 
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on its own, In general, one should posit as relative 
not what first is, and then is of something else, but 
what the relationship generates without there being 
anything else beside the relationsaip in virtue of 
its name, for instance the double, in so 
far as it is called double, bas ils origin and its 
existence in the comparison with the single cubits- 
length, and, without anything before this entering 
the mind, is called and is double in being compared 
with something else. What then [in the case of 
movement] is this, which, though it is of something, 
js something in order to be of something, like the 
qualitative and the quantitative and substance? 
ow first we must understand that nothing prior to 
it is predicated of it as its genus. But if someone were 
to say! that change is prior to motion, first of all he 
is either speaking of the same thing, or, if he is 
calling change a genus, he will be making ancther 
genus besides thoso proviously mentione. 
clear that he will set movement among the species 
[of change] and set some other kind [of change] 
against movement, perhaps coming-to-be, saying 
that it also is a change, but not a movement. Why 
then is not coming-to-be a movement? I? 1t1s because 
what is coming into being does not yet exist, but | 
movement has nothing to do with the non-existent, 
coming-to-be obviously could not be change either. | 
But if it 1s because coming-to-be 1s nothing but a 
change of quality and an increase of quantity, | 
because coming-to-be takes place when certain 
things are changed and increased, he is thinking 


! Aristotle, Physics E 1. 225a%4-b3; the discussion of 
Aristotle continues through the rest of the chapter. 
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about what is prior to coming-to-be. But one must 
consider coming-to-be in these things here to be a 
different species. For having come to be and becom- 
ing do not consist in being passively changed, like 
being heated or whitened—for it is possible when 
these changes occur that coming-to-be in the ab- 
solute sense has not yet occurred, but only coming to 
be something, that is, this very change we are talk- 
ing about—but when an anime] or a plant acquires a 
specific form. But someone might say that it is more 
appropriate to make change a species than move- 
ment, because change intends to signify one thing 
instead of another, but the range of meaning of 
movement includes transition which does not take a 
thing out of its proper nature, such as local move- 
ment. But if this is not what one intends, it must be 
learning and playing the lyre, or in general move- 
ment which comes from a state. So change would be 
rather a species of movement, being a movement 
which takes a thing out of itself. 

22. But let us grant that the idea of change is the 
same |as that of movement] in that "different" is a 
consequence of movement. What, then, are we to say 
that movement is? Let us grant that movement, to 
describe it sketchily, is the passage from potentiality 
to that which it is said to be the potentiality of. For 
one thing is potential because it can arrive at a 
particular form, potentially a statue for instance, 
and another because it can arrive at an activity, the 
activity of walking for instance, and when one pro- 
gresses to a statue, its progress is movement, and 
when the other is engaged in walking, the walking 
itself is movement; and, with someone who is a 
potential dancer, his dancing whenever he dances is 


249 


PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 3. 


10 ci Keven tå els dvBpidure efBos Mo emrytyverat, & 
elpyáaaro 4j imois, 76 Bb ós dmìoûv elos öv THs 
Sunduewe. 4 pxo. obBev tyes per’ aded» mancapems 
Ths korfoews. Bore, el ris Myov mj» iom elBos 
2ypnyopds åvríðerov rois dois elect rois éornxdow, 

15 frà pdv péver, rò? 82 oli, xal atriov rois dors eibeow, 
Srav per’ aùrýv vc vivras, or dy romos cl. ci Sè iai 
Loro ris Ayo cwpdrwv vaórqy, mep? dis à Myos viv, 
sip ve xivqow radray Gpdwopov Set Myew rais vo xai 
puxys xunjocow. dre 68 yévos éoriv, oby jrrov äv mis 

20 xa? èx roô pur} pádov elvas ópropĝ if xad åbivarov elva 
AaBeiv mordouiro. ù nôs eibós mu, bray mpòs TÒ 
EO ES a ray react) an 3] Djsosov, 
Gonep dy ġ Oépwavors 7 pèv ably Ñ napa rob Mov, rà 
8 els rodvavcior yg, xal jj kowóv ti 1j knas raè 7 

25 aùr èn’ dudoiv, rots 8€ émoxeuévois ry Buidopóy rjv 
Soxodoay exp. oylavos ofr Kai vócaveis raróv; jj 
kaBéaov pèv rinos rabróv: rn 6 8wiaes; vórepa crois 
Scoxeuiévois Ñ kal dX; Aà roro Üorepov, órav 
mepi dAdowdcews èmokorâuev. vov 8€ ri rabróv èv 
may riwýoei akencéov. oíro yàp äv xai yévos etn. Ñ 

30 oMayás dv Myoico Kai oŭrws écrai, orep àv ei tò 
öv. mp 


s 88 THY dvop(av, Gri (ats Sei, sa pé eis TÒ 
care dócw dyovaw Ñ évepyobcw év rois xarà dow, 
tabras yey olov eiày evan, ùs cipyra, tàs 88 eis và 


mapa $éow éywyds érddoyor riBcaBas vois è$ d 


? Harder, Theiler: rd Enn. 


250 


ON THE KINDS OF BEING III 


movement. And in one kind of movement, that to the 
statue, another form is acquired which the move- 
ment has made, but the other kind, dancing, as being 
a simple form of uie putentiality, has nothing after it 
when the movement has stopped. So that it would 
not be inappropriate i? one were to say that move- 
ment. is a form awake, oppcsed to the other forms 
which are static, in tiat they abide but it does not, 
and is a cause to other forms, when something comes 
to be after it. But if someone were to say that this 
movement which we are now discussing is the life of 
bodies, one must give it the same name as the 
movements of Intellect and Soul. But one could be 
confident that movement is a genus no less because 
it is difficult, or even impossible, to comprehend i: in 
a definition. But how can il be a form, in cases when 
the movement is to the worse, or in general passive? 
It is like when heating, the heating from the sun, 
makes some things grow and takes others the op- 
posite way, and it is the same for both, but the 
apparent difference is in the subjects, Is it the same 
as becoming healthy or sick? Yes, in so far as they 
are movements it is the same; but in what will the 
difference lie? WIT it he in the subjects, or in some- 
thing else? But we will discuss this later, when we 
consider change. But now we must investigate waat 
is the same in all movement: for in this way it could 
be a genus, Or perhaps it might be used in many 
senses, and be a genus in the way that being is. And 
[we must investigate] as well the difficulty that 
perhaps all the movements which lead to what is 
according to nature or are active in what is accord- 
ing to nature must be like species-forms, as has been 
said, but those which lead to what is against nature 
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must be considered in the same way as what. they 
lead to. But what is the common element in change 
of quality and quantity and coming-to-be and the 
opposites of these, and in change of place, in so far as 
these are all movements? It is that each thing is not 
in the same in which it formerly was, and is not at 
rest or in total quiet, but, in so far as movement. is 
present, 1s always being led away to something else 
and its being other is not abiding in the same; for 
movement perishes when there is no other; for this 
reason otherness is not in the having come to be in 
and remaining in another [state], but perpetual 
otherness. So time is always another, because mo- 
tion makes time; for it is measured movement which 
does not stay still; for it runs along with movement, 
as if riding on 1t as it goes. But common to all is 
being a progress and a leading from potentiality and 
the possible to active actuality; for everything that 
is moved according to any kind of movement has the 
pre-existing potentiality to do this when 1t comes 
into motion. 

23. And the movement which is in sense-objects 
comes in from another and shakes and drives anc 
wakes and pushes the things which have a share ir. 
it, so that they do not sleep and are not in sameness, 
in order that they may be held together by this 
inquietude and this sort of fussiness which is an 
image of life. But one must not think that the things 
which are being moved are movement: for walking is 
not the feet but the activity in the feet which comes 
from their potentiality. But since the potentiality is 
and coherence as the things here below kave depend here 
on their being in motion and in III. 7.4. 19-29 on their being 
in time, 
259 
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invisible, it is neceseary to look only at the active 
foot, not simply the feet, as if they were at rest, but 
the feet already with something else; this is invis- 
ible, but because it is with something else, it is seen 
incidentally by looking at tke feet occupying one 
place and then another and nct staying still; but one 
sees the alteration from that which is altered, 
because its quality is not the same. In what, then, is 
the movement, when it moves something else, and 
indeed when it passes to actuality from an immanent 
potentiality? Is it in the mover? Then how will that 
which is moved and affected participate in it? But is 
il in that which is moved? Why then does it not stay 
when it has come? Now, it must not be separated 
from its producer nor in it, but from it and to that 
which is moved, and not be in that as cut off, but it 
comes from that and goes to that other, as a breath of 
wind goes to another. When, therefore, the poten- 
tiality of moving is a walking potentiality, it pushes, 
so to speak, and produces a continual change of 
place, but when it is a heating potentiality, it heats; 
and when the potentiality takes matter and builds it 
into a nature, itis growth, but when another potenti- 
ality takes away, it is diminution when that which 
has the potentiality of experiencing taking away is 
diminished; and when the generative nature is ac- 
tive, there is coming-to-be, but when this is impotent 
and that which has the potentiality of making things 
pass away is dominant, there is passing-away, not 
that which occurs in what has already come to be, 
but in that which is on the way; and becoming 
healthy works the same way, when that which has 
the potentiality of producing health is active (but 
the opposite potentiality produces the opposite re- 
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sult). So it happens that it is not only according to 
the things in which it is but according to what it 
comes from and through which it operates that the 
movement is qualified and the particular character 
of the movement is of such and such a kind in such 
and such things. 

24. But about local motion, if moving upwards is 
contrary to moving downwards, and moving in a 
circle differs from moving in a straight line, how are 
we to differentiate, for instance, throwing something 
over the head and under the feet? For the pushful 
potentialily is one; unless scmeone says that the 
push upwards is different, and the push downwards 
is different and works differently in comparison with 
the movement upwards, especially if the movement 
is natural, if one is levity and one is gravity. But 
moving to one’s own place is common and the same 
for both, so that it is likely that here the differen- 
tiation is according to externals. But as for move- 
ment in a circle and in a straight line, if running 
around in a circle is the same sort [of running] as in 
a straight line, how is it different? It is according to 
the shape of the course, unless someone says that 
movement ın a circle 15 mixed, because it is not 
entirely movement and does not altogether go out of 
its place. But in general it seems that local move- 
ment is one movement taking its differentiations by 
externals. 

25. But we must investigate how it is with com- 
position and dissolution. Are these different move- 
ments from those already mentioned, coming-to-he 
and passing-away, growta and diminution, change of 
place, and qualitative alteration, or are they to be 
referred to these, or are some of these to be con- 
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sidered compositions and dissolutions? Well then, if 
composition is a matter of the approach of one thing 
to another and coming close, and on the other side 
[dissolution] of going away back, one could say that 
they are local movements, saying that two things are 
moving to one or going away from cach other. But if 
they mean to signify a composition and a mixture, 
and a coming together into a unity from another 
unity, which occurs in the actual coming together, 
not as a result of having come together, to which of 
the movements already mentioned is one to refer 
these? Certainly local movement will make the 
beginning, but what follows upon it. will he some- 
thing else, as one would find that local movement 
makes the beginning of growth, but quantitative 
movement follows upon it; so here too local mov 
ment takes the lead, but being composed, or again 
dissolved, does not necessarily follow, but when the 
parts which meet. herome intarwoven there is com- 
position, and when they are split apart there is 
dissolution. But often local motion even follows on 
dissolution or is simultaneous with it, the way what 
is in process of dissolution is affected being thought 
of differently, and not as local motion; and in com- 
position another affection, that is a coming together, 
is thought of, and something else follows, local 
motion. Should then these be thought of by them- 
selves, and [qualitative] change be referred to them? 
For when a thing becomes dense it is changed; but 
this is the same as "it is composed [or compacted]"; 
but again when it hecomes rarefied it is changed; but 
this is the same as “it is dissolved [or its texture is 
loosened]. And when wine and water are mixed 
something else comes into existence different from 
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what each of them was previously: and this is compo- 
sition, which has produced change. Now here too we 
must assert that compositions and dissolutions take 
the lead in some changes, but these changes them- 
selves are different from compositions and disso- 
lutions; nor are the other changes of this kind, and 
rarefaction and condensation are not composition 
and dissolution and do not in any way result from 
them; for if they did one would even have to admit 
the existence of void.’ But how about blackness or 
whiteness? But if one raises a doubt about these, 
first of all he abolishes colours and perhaps quali- 
ties, or at any rate most of them—but rather all of 
them; for if he says that all change, which we say is 
‘alteration in quality”, is composition and disso- 
lution, the result 1s m no way quality but parts close 
set or widely spaced. Then how are learning and 
being taught compositions? 

26. We should certainly consider these matters, 
and now we have to enquire again about what are 
described as specific kinds of movement, for instance 
in the case of local movement, if it is not to be 
distinguished by up and down and straight and 
circular, as the problem was stated," or by the 
movement of living and non-living things—their 
movement is not alike—and again these [movements 
of living things] by walking and swimming and 
flying. Or one might distinguish movements ın each 
species by whether they are natural or unnatural. 
But this would mean that the differentiations of 
movements do not come from outside; now the move- 
ments themselves produce these difierentiations and 
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could not be without them, and nature appears to be 
the prineiple of them. Or [one might distinguish 
movements] as some natural, some artificial, and 
some deliberate. Natural would be growths and di- 
minutions, artificial building houses and ships, de- 
liberate inspecting, learning, engaging in polit 
and in general speaking and acting. And with 
growth and change and coming-to-be [one can dis- 
tinguish] by natural and unnatural or in general by 
the subjects. 

27. But what should one say about rest, the genus 
which is opposed to motion, or stillness? Should it be 
posited as itself onc genus, orreferred to some genus 
of those already mentioned? But perhaps it would be 
better to allot rest to the intelligibles there, and to 
look for stillness here below. We must, therefore, 
first enquire what this stillness is. And if it should 
appear that it is the same as rest, it would not be 
correct to look for it here below, where nothing 
stands still, but that which seems to stand stillis in 
more leisurely movement. But if we are going to say 
that stillness is something different from rest, 
because it applies to what is absolutely unmoved, 
but rest to what has come to a standstill, but is 
naturally in movement, when it is not moving, then 
if one is going to say that being still is becoming 
still, [one is saying] that it is motion which has not 
yet come to a stop, but is pausing; but if [one means] 
that it is a stillness which does not apply to what is 
in movement, one must enquire first if there is 
anything here below which is not in movement. But 
ifitis not possible to move with all the movements, 
but there must be some ways in which there is no 
movement if it is to be possible to say that what is 
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moving is this particular thing, what else should one 
say about that. which is not in local movement but is 
still as regards this movement, except that it is not 
moving? So stillness will be a negation of movement; 
and that means, not among the genera. But a thing is 
still only in regard to this movement, local move- 
ment for instance: stillness therefore means only the 
taking away of this. But. if someone were to say 
“Why are we not going to maintain that movement 
is a negation of rest?” we shall reply that movement 
comes bringing something with it, and is something 
else active and in a way pushing what is subjected 
il and doing innumerable things to it and destroying 
it; but the stillness of each thing is nothing besides 
the thing, but only indicates that it does not have 
movement. Why then do we not say that rest is the 
negation of movement also among the intelligibles? 
‘This is because it is impossible to say that rest is the 
abolition of movement because it does not exist 
when movement has stopped, but when movement 
exists rest also exists. And rest there in the intelli- 
gible does not consist in the fact that something 
which is naturally adapted to move is not moving, 
but in so far as rest has a hold on it, it stands still, 
but in so far as it is in motion it will always be 
moving: therefore it stands still by rest and moves hy 
movement. But here below it moves by movement, 
but when movement is not there it stays still because 
it is deprived of the movement which it ought to 
have. Further, we ought to see what this rest here 
below is in the following way: when one goes from 
sickness to health, one is becoming healthy; so what 
form of standstill shall we oppose to this process of 
becoming healthy? For if it is that from which it 
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starts, this is sickness, not rest; but if it is that to 
which it is directed, this is health; and this is not the 
same as rest. But if someone is going to say that 
health or sickness isa particular kind of rest, he will 
be asserting that health and sickness are species of 
rest: which is absurd. But if rest is incidental to 
health, will health hefore rest not be health? But 
everyone may think as he likes about these 
questions. 

28. It has been said that active doing and making 
and passive experience are to be called movements, 
and one can say that some movements are absolute, 
some actions, and some experiences. And it has been 
said about the other so-called genera that they are to 
be referred to these. And about relation, that it is a 
disposition of one thing in relation to another, and 
that they enter into it both together and simul- 
taneously; and there is relation when a disposition 
of a substance produces it; the substance will not be 
relative as substance, except in so far as 1t 1s a part of 
something—hand or head for instance—or a cause 
or a principle or an element. It is also possible to 
divide relation, as the ancients divided it,’ dis- 
tinguishing some relations as productive, some as 
measures, some consisting in excess and deficiency, 
some in general separating things by likenesses and 
differences. And so much for these genera. 


*Plotinus seems so have Aristotle Metaphysics A 15. 
1020b26-31 in mind. 
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VI. 4-5. ON THE PRESENCE OF BEING, 
ONE AND THE SAME, 
EVERYWHERE AS A WHOLE 


Introductory Note 


Tris work, the first written by Plotinus after Porphyry 
joined Yi ch. B), was divided by Porphyry inte two 
Ennead trestises (22 and 23 in the chronological order) at a 
point where Plotinus himself makes a break and a new 
start. In VI. 4 the discussion of the omnipresence of real 
being starts from man's exnerience of being soul in body. In 
VI. 5 it starts again from man's common awareness of the 
presence of God. There is, perhaps, no work in the Enneads 
which it is more necessary lo understand if we are really 
to grasp Plotinus’ thought, and all Neoplatonically 
influenced thought about the nature and presence of 
spiritual being, in all its depth and breadth. Its in uence, 
direct ard indirect, has been very great. Plolinus explains 
init, more fully and forcibly than elsewhere, what it means 
to be incorporeal anl kow an incorporeal divine being 
which is fullness of life and thought and power must be 
present immediately and ss a whole in and to everyone and 
everything here below, at every point in space-time 
difusion and dispersion. Because of his concentration on 
this main theme Plotinus does not make much 1n this work 
of the distinctions between the divine hypostases, Soul, 
Intellect and the One or Good. The boundary between Soul 
and Intellect is often not very well-defined in the Enneads, 
but it unusual for so little otreas to be laid on tho 
transcendence of the One or Good. The transcendent Good 
is, however, by no means absent from the work, es acareful 
reading together of 4, ch. 11 and 5, chs. 1 and 4 will show. 
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The unity of the divino, the immediate presence of the 
higher in tke lower, the unbroken continuity of the divine 
life from its source to its last diffusion (cp. V2 [11] 2, 24-29) 
were always essential parts of the thought of Plotinus. This 
was ihe side of his thought which Porphyry developed. 
lamblickus and his successors, though still maintaining 
the continuity of divine life and the presence of the higher 
in the lower, were more inclined tn sharpen and harden 
distinctions and transcendence. 

The stress on the unity and omnipresence of spiritual 
being leads to strong statements of a doctrine which 
Plotinus always maintains, that of the unity of all souls 
(especially 4, chs. 4 and 14). It also leads to a powerful 
critique of emanation-images (4, ch. 7, prepared for by the 
critique of the common idea of "presence by powers” in ch. 
3), which makes it clear that for Pictinus emanation was an 
inadequate, though necessary, metaphor. Tho immediacy 
of the prasence of the spiritual or intelligible to the world 
of sense, and the total dependence of the latter on this 
presence for such quasi-reality as it has, are well brought 
out by the important distinction made in 4, ch. 20 between 
natural images, shadows or reflections, and artificial 
images, statues or pictures. 

The ultimate object of the work, as so often with 
Plotinus, is not just tc solve problems cr expound a 
doctrine but to move ils readers Lo seek liberaiion or 
salvation; and in some chapters as powerful zs anything in 
the Ennends (4, 14-15; 5, 12) he shows what liberation and 
salvation means for him: deliverance from the limitations 
of our petty. empirical ego. the “other man" who has added 
himself to us, and return to thet unity in diversity of the 
divine All which, at the deepest level, we always are. 
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VL4 


The omnipresence of soul: because it is no: a body it is 
present as a whole everywhere in body (ch. 1). The really 
existent, intelligible universe is not in anything clac, but in 
itself; its image, the sensible universe, is in the intelligible 
(ch. 2). Is the intelligible universe unly present by its 
powers? No, where its powers are, it is itself immediately 
present as a whole, though not in place (ch. 3). The many 
beings, intellects and souls cf which Plato speaks are all 
one together in tha nnity nf Intellect-Reing or of Soul (ch. 
4). The greatness of Being is not a matter of material bulk 
(ch. 5). How many bodies come to and share in the one soul 
(ch 6) The unity of immaterial power: critique of 
emanation-imagery (ch. 7). Tae participation of the 
sensible in the intelligible involves no division of the 
intelligible: it is present Lo each and every participant as a 
whole (chs. 8-10). The sense-world is a natural, not an 
artificial, image of the intelligible (chs. 9-10). Participation 
according to the capacity of the participant (ch. 11). The 
one sound or sight and the many hearers or seers; soul does 
not “come” to body, but body to sou! (ch. 12). The extended 
participates in the unextended (ch. 13). The unity-in- 
diversity of Intellect and Soul: but who are we? The “other 
man” who came and attached himself to our true original 
self, which was and is in the intelligible unity-in-diversity 
(ch. 14). What approaches is living bedy, already with a 
share in soul; our higher and lower self like the Senate and 
Uie ib (ch. 19). The "descent" of soul us vell limitation. 
and particularisation; its liberation is return to the whole 
ané separation from its image (ch. 16). 


272 


THE PRESENCE OF BEING EVERYWHERE 


VLS 


The common opinion of all men about the One God 
within us is the firmest of all sterting-noints. We are one in 
Being and find our good in it (ch. 1). We must reason about 
urity and being from appropriate principles (ch. 2). Real 
Being cannot depart from itself but is present everywhere 
ac a whole (ch. 3). The One God is totally omnipresent: the 
transcendent One and the One-Being (ch. 4). The image of 
the centre of the circle and the radii (ch. 5). Unity in 
multiplicity in the intelligible and sensible worlds (ch. 6). 
We are all one in the intelligible; many faces, one head (ch. 
7). Tho unity of the one Form in the many particulars (ch. 
8), The unity of the sense-world is given it by one 
unbounded life and soul, present Loall the multiplicity as a 
whole without being possessed by it (ch. 9). The unity 
which all things desire and on which all things depend, and 
which gives itself as a whole to each and every thing (ch. 
10). The One-Being is present as living power, without 
extension or size, according to the capacity of the 
recipients (ch. 11). How to attend to the All and becomethe 
‘All by liberation from tho unrcol addition of particularity. 
The One God who is everywhere, to whom all things turn 
(ch. 12). 
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OAON IIPOTON 
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VI. 4. ON TIIE PRESENCE OF BEING, 
ONE AND THE SAME, 
EVERYWHERE AS A WHOLET 


1. Is the soul everywhere present to the All 
because the body of the All is of a certain size and it 
is naturally divisible in the sphere of budies!? Or is 
at everywhere on its own, not wherever it may be 
brought out to by body, bu; since body finds it 
existing every where before itself, so that wherever a 
body is placed it finds soul there before it itself is 
placed in a part of the All, and the whole body of the 
All is placed in soul already existing? But if it is 
extended so far, before a body of corresponding size 
comes, as to fill the whole space, how will it not have 
size? Or in what way could it be in the All before the 
All came to be when the All dic not exist? How could 
anyone accept that soul which is said to be some- 
thing without parts and without size is everywhere 
when it has no size? And if it was said to be spread 
out with body though it is not a body, one would not 
in this way either escape the difficulty by giving it 
size incidentally. For just the same here too one 
could reasonably enquire how it acquires size inci- 
dentally. For soul is certainly not in the whole body 


2 The text of Plato on which this question is based is one 
of the foundation-texts of the Neoplatonie doctrine of Soul, 
Timaeus 35A1-6 (the composition of the World-Soul by the 
Demiurge) 
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1 Sleeman, Harder, Theiler: õuws Enn. 
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in the same way as quality, sweetness or colour for 
instance. For these are affections of body, so that the 
whole of what is affected has the affection, and this 
js nothing of itself since it is something belonging to 
a body and known as such when the body is affected; 
for this reason it is necessarily of a certain size, and 
the white o? one part is not co-affected with the 
white of another. And with white, the white in one 
part is the same in form as the white in another, but 
not the same in number, but with soul, the soul in 
the foot and the soul in the hand is the same thing in 
number, as poreoptions show. And in general, in 
qualities the same thing is seen divided into parts, 
but in soul the same thing is seen not divided into 
parts, but said to be divided in the sense that it is 
everywhere. Let us therefore speak about this fom 
the beginning, to see if anything occurs to us which 
is clear and acceptable about how soul, which is 
incorporeal and sizeless, is able to reach the greatest 
extension either before bodies or in bodies. But 
perhaps if it appeared that it could do this also 
before bodies, it would become easier to accept that 
the same sort of thing happens in bodies. 

Z. There exist certainly both the truc All and the 
representation of the All, the nature of this visible 
universe. The really existent All is in nothing: for 
there is nothing before it. But that which comes 
after it must necessarily then exist in the All, ifit is 
going to exist at all, being as much as possible 
dependent on it and unable either to stay still or 
move without it. For even if one does not suppose 
this kind of being in to be like being in place 
(considering place either as the boundary or the 
surrounding body in so far as it. surrounds, or as 
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some extension which formerly belonged, and still 
belongs, to the nature of the void!) but to consist in 
being ina way based on the true All and resting in it, 
since that All is everywhere and holds it together, 
jet him abandon the verbal signification and grasp 
the meaning of what is being said. This has heen 
mentioned for the sake of something else, because 
that All, the first and the existent, does not go 
looking for place and is not at all in anything. It is 
certainly not possible for the All, being all, to fall 
short of itself, but it exists as sclf-fulfilled and as a 
being equal to itself?; and where the all is, there is 
itself: for it is itself the All. And altogether, if 
anything which is other than that All is set firm in 
the All, it participates in it and coincides with itand 
draws its strength frum it, not dividing it into parts 
but finding it in itself as it itself approaches it 
without that All going outside itself: for it is not 
possible for being to be in not-being but. if at all, not- 
being in being. It encuuaters being, therefore, as a 
whole; for it was not possible for it to be torn away 
from itself, and to say that it is everywhere clearly 
means that itis in being: so, then, in itself. And there 
ie nothing surprising in “everywhere” meaning “in 
being” and “in itself”: for “everywhere” already 
means "in one". But since we put "being" in the 
perceptible, we also put “everywhere” there too, and 
since we think the perceptible is large we are 
puzzled about how that other nature spreads itself 
out in a largeness of this extent. But this which is 

' Plotinus is working here with Aristotle's account of 
place: cp. Physics A 4. 212a5-11. 

2 Plotinus is possibly thinking here of Parmenides fr. B8 
23244 DK. 
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1 gal, H-S: ewióv Enn. 


1 The idea of presence by power was widespread at the 
beginning of our era; cp. Pseudo-Aristotle On The Cosmos 
6. 897b-39Ea. For souls as rays of light cp. Plutarch On the 
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called large is little; but what is thought little, that 
ic large, if, as we suppose, it reaches as a whole every 

part of this [perceptible All]; or rather, this goes 
from everywhere with its parts to that and finds 1t 
everywhere as All and greater than itself. For this 
reason, because it would not get anything more by 
extension — for it would come to be outside the All — 
it wanted to run around it, and, since it was unable 
to embrace it or, again, get inside it, it was satisfied 
to have a place and rank whereit would be kept safe, 
bordering upon it, which is present and, again, not 
present: for that All is on its own, even if something 
wants to be present to it. And where the body of the 
All meets it, it finds the All, so that it no longer 
needs to go further, but turns in the same place, 
because this [perceptible All 1s All where with every 
part of itself it enjoys the whole of that other. For 
that other was itself ina place, it would be necessa: 
to approach it there and go in a straight line, and in 
one of its own parts to touch one part of that, and 
there would be far and near; but if there is neither 
far nor near, it must be present whole ifit is present 
at all, And it is wholly present to each and every one 
of those for which it is neither far nor near, but they 
are able to receive it. 

3. Are we then going to maintain thatit is present 
itself, or that it is on its own but powers from it come 
to all things, and this 1s why 1t 18 said to be every- 
where? For in this way they sey that the souls are 
like rays, so that it is set firm in itself but the soul- 
rays sent out come now to one living thing and now 
to another. Now in those where there is the one 
Face which Appears in the Orb of the Moon 28, 943D; 
Hermetica XII 1. 
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thing [only], because they do not preserve the whole 
nature which exists in that true All itself, there a 
power of it is present to that to which [the true AII] 
js present; though it is nut true even su (uat tiat is 
not altogether present, since then too it is not cut off 
frum its power which it gave to that recipient; but 
the receiver was able to receive only so much, 
though all was present. But where ull the powers 
are, itsel? is clearly present, though being all the 
same separate; for if it became the form of this 
particular thing it would have departed from being 
all and being cverywhere in itself while belonging 
incidentally to another. But it belongs to no thing 
which wishes to belong to it, but, as far as it can, 
approaches whatever it itself wishes, not by its 
coming to belong to that, nor again to any tling else, 
but by the desire of that for it. There is nothing, 
therefore, surprising in ite being in all things in this 
way, because it is also in none of them in such a way 
as to belong to them. For this reason itis nut perhaps 
inappropriate to say that the soul as well runs along 
incidentally with the body in this way, if it is said to 
be itself on ils own, not belonging to matter or body, 
but all body over the whole of itsel! is lu a way 
illuminated by it. But one should not be surprised if 
[the true AII] itself, which is not in place, is present 
to everything which is in place; it would on the other 
hand be surprising, aud impossible as well as sur- 
prising, if it had itself its own proper place and was 
present to another thing which was in place, or was 
present at all, and present in the way in which we 
say it is. But now the argument says that it is 
necessary for it, since it has not been allotted a 
place, to be present as a whole to that to which it is 
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present, and to be present as a whole to an all as well 
as to each individual. Otherwise some of it will be 
here. and some elsewhere: so that it will be divisible 
into parts and will be body. For how indeed are you 
going to divide it? Will you divide its life? But ifthe 
whole was life, the part will not be life. But [will you 
divide] its intellect, so that one intellect is in one 
thing and one in another? But neither of them will 
be intellect. But [will you divide] its being? But the 
part will not be being, if the whole was being. What 
then, if someone were to say that the body when it is 
divided has parts which are bodies? Nowthe division 
was not of a body, but of a body of such a size, and 
each [division] was said to be a body by the form 
according to which it is body: but this did not have a 
particular quantity, but was not in any way 
quantitative. 

4. How then [does Plato speak of] being and 
beings, and many intellects anc many souls, if being 
is everywhere one and not only in the sense of 
specific unity, and intellect is one and soul is one? 
And [he does say] that the soul of the All is different 
from the other souls. This seems to be contrary 
evidence, and what we have said, even if it has a 
certain [logical] necessity, is not convincing, since 
the soul thinks it unconvincing that the one should 
be everywhere present in this way. Perhaps it would 
be better to divide the whole in such a way that that 
from which the division originates is in no way 
diminished, or, to put it better, to generate from it, ` 
and so to allow one thing], the soul of the All,] to be 
derived from it, and the ones which have come to be 
like parts, souls, then to fill up the number of all 
things. But if that being remains on its own, because 
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it seems contradictory that a whole should be simul 
taneously present everywhere, the same argument 
will anply to the souls. For they will not be in the 
bodies in which they are said to be as wholes in 
wholes, but they will either be divided or, if they 
remain wholes, will be somewhere in the budy and 
give it their power. And the same difficulty of the 
whole everywhere will arise with them and with 
their powers. And further, some one part of the body 
will have soul, and another only power. But how are 
there many souls and many intellects, and being and 
beings? And furthermore, since they come forth from 
what is before them as numbers, not as magnitudes, 
they will cause a difficulty in a similar way about. 
how they fill the All. So, therefore, we have dis- 
covered nothing from a multiplicity proceeding in 
this way which helps to a solution; since we shall 
agree that being also is many things by difference, 
not by place. For being is all together one, cverif it 
is many things in this way; for "being borders on 
being" and "all is together”,' and intellect is many 
by difference, not by place, and all together. Are 
souls then also? Yes, souls also; since “what is 
divided in the sphere of bodies"? means that it is 
naturally partless, but, since she bodies have magni- 
tude, and this nature of soul is present to them (or 
rather the bodies come to be there in it), in so far as 
they are divided into parts, that nature being 
imagined present in every part, in this way it was 
considered to be divided in the sphere of bodies. For 
because it is not divided up along with the parts, but 
is everywhere as a whole, it makes clear the unity 
and the true indivisibility of the nature. The soul’s 
being one, then, does not dc away with the many 
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souls, any more than being does away with beings, 
nor does the multiplicity there in the true All fight 
with the one, nor does one need to fill up bodies with 
life by Uhe multiplicity, nor ought one to think that 
the multitude of souls came into existence because 
of bodily magnitude, but souls were both many and 
one before the bodies. For the many are already in 
Lie whole, not in potency, but each and every one in 
active actuality; for neither does the one and whole 
hinder the many from being in it, nor do the many 
hinder the one. For they stand apart without stand- 
ing aloof and arc prosent to cach othor without 
being made other than themselves; for they are not 
bounded off [from each other] by limits, as neither 
are the many bodies of knowledge in one soul, and 
the onc is of ouch a kind ae to have all of them in 
it. It is in this way that a nature of this kind is 
unbounded. 

5. And its greatness is to be understood in this 
way. not as consisting in bulk; for bulk ic a little 
thing, going to nothing if one takes away from it. 
But there in the true All it is not possible to take 
away; and if you do take away, it will not fail. If then 
it will not fail, why should onc bc afraid that it may 
depart from anything? For how will it depart when it 
does not fail, but is a nature which springs up for 
ever and does not flow? For if it fiowed, it would 
reach us far us it was able to flow, but as it doce not 
flow for it could not, and hasnowhere it could flow 
to: for it has taken hold of the All, or rather is itself 
the All - and is something greater than accords with 
the nature of the body, it vould reasonably be 
considered to give little of itself to the [perceptible] 
All, only as much cf itself as this is able to bear. But 
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we must not say that this is less, nor, because we 
assume that it is less in bulk, lose confidence at this 
stage because it is impossible for the less to extend to 
what is greater than itself. For “less” should not be 
predicated of it, nor should one set bulk and the 
bulkless side by side by measuring them - this would 
he like saying that the physician’s art was less thar 
the body of the physician - nor on the other side 
should one think that [the true All] is greater in the 
sense of quantitative measurement, since this does 
nat. apply to the soul either: this is how the great and 
small of body is. But there is evidence of the great- 
ness of soul in the fact that when the bulk becomes 
greater the same soul reaches to the whole of it 
which was in the lesser bulk. For it would be ridicu- 
lous in many ways if one added bulk to soul as well. 

6. Why then does it not also come to another 
body? It is because that body must approach the 
soul, if it can, but the one which has approached it 
and received it has it. Well then, does the other body 
have the same soul when it itself has the soul which 
it has? For what is the difference? It lies in the 
additions. And then. how does it come to pass that it 
is the same soul in foot and hand, but that the soul in 
this part of the universe is nul Lhe same as the soul in 
that? But if the perceptions are different, the occur- 
rent experiences must, also be said to be different. 
But then it is what is judged which is different, not 
what judges; but he who judges is the same judge in 
a variety of different experiences; yet it is not he who 
has the experiences. but the nalure of a body appro- 
priately qualificd; it is as if he judges the pleasure in 
our finger and the pain in our head. Why then does 
not one soul share in the perception of what another 
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judges? It is because it is a judgement, not an 
experience. And further, the soul itself which has 
made a judgement does not say “I have judged”, but 
only judges since not oven in ue docs our sight suy 
this to our hearing, though both have judged, but 
the reason over both. But the reason often sees the 
judgement in another and acquires an understand- 
ing of the other's cxpericnec. But we have also 
spoken of this elsewhere. 

7, But again let us ask how it is the same which is 
over all; but thie is the same as asking how each and 
every one of the many perceptible things, though in 
many different places, is not without a share in the 
same. For, from what has been said, itis not correct 
to divide that same up into the many, but rather to 
bring back the divided many to the one, and that one 
has not come to these many, but these because they 
are scattered have given us the impression that also 
that has been taken apart, as if one were to divide 
whl controls and holds together into parts equal to 
what is controlled. And yet a hand might control a 
whole body and a piece of wood many cubits long, or 
something else, and what controls extends to the 
whole, but is not all the same divided into parts 
equal to what is controlled in the hand; the bounds 
of the power, it appears, extend as far as the grip, but 
all the same the hand is limited in extent by its own 
quantity, not by that of the body it lifts and controls. 
And if you were to add another length to the body 
which is controlled and the hand was able to bear it, 
the power would control that too without being 
divided into as many parts as the body has. Well 
then, what if someone supposed the corporeal bulk 
of the hand to be taken away, but left the same 
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power which also before held up what was formerly 
in the hand? Would not the same power, being 
without parts, be present in the same way in it all, in 
every part? And cupposo you made a emall luminous 
bulk a kind of centre, and put a larger transparent 
spherical body round it, so that the light of what was 
inside shone in the whole of what was round it, and 
nu ray of light from anywhere else came to the 
outside bulk, shall we'not affirm that what is inside 
has not itself been affected but has reached the 
whole of the outer bulk whileremaining asit is, and 
thal the light scon in tho small bulk has taken 
possession of that outside? Now, since the light does 
not come from that small bodily bulk —for it is not in 
that it is body that it has the light, but in that it is 
luminous body, by anothor powcr which ie not 
bodily! — suppose that someone took away the bulk 
of the hody bu: kept the power of the light, would 
you still say that the light was somewhere, or would 
il be equally present over tho whole outor ephore? 
You will no longer rest in your thought on the place 
where it was before, and you will not any more say 
where it comes from or where it is going, but you will 
be puzzled and put in amazcment when, fixing your 
gaze now here and now there in the spherical body, 
you yourself perceive the light. For with the sun also 
you can say whence the light shines over all the air 
by looking at the body of the oun, but none the less 
you see the same light everywhere, and this light is 
not divided into parts either. And the cuttings-off of 
light make this clear; they do not allow it to be on 
the othor cide of thom from that whence it came, but 


1 On the incorporeality of light cp. IL. 1.7. 20-8; IV. 5.6-7. 
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they do not divide it either. And certzinly, then, if 
thesun was only a power which was without a body, 
and gave light. the light would not have begun from 
there [where the sun was] and you would not be able 
to say whence it came, but i: would be everywhere as 
one and the same; it would have no beginning and no 
starting-point anywhere. 

8. Since light, then, belongsto a body you are able 
to say whence it came because you can say where the 
body is; but if there is something which is im- 
material, and has no need whatever of body hecause 
it is naturally prior to body, itself set firm in itself, or 
rather not in any way needing a setting of this kind, 
how can yousay that some of this is here and some of 
it thare when it has a nature of this kind and has no 
point from which it started and does not come from 
any place or belong to any body? For [if you could 
say this] it would already havea place from which it 
started and a belonging to same hady. Tt remains, 
then, to say that if anything participates in it, it 
participates by the power of the whole, while it itself 
is not at all affected, either in any other way or by 
heing divided into parts. Far that which has a hody 
could be affected, even if only incidentally, and 
could in this way be called subject to affection and 
divisible into parts, since it is something like an 
affection or a form of body; but that which belongs to 
no body, but the body wishes to belong to it, must 
necessarily itself in no way be affected by the other 
bodily affections and cannot be divided into parts: 
for this is an affection of body, and primarily so, and 
of body in that it is body. If then the divisible is so in 
that it is hody, the indivisible is so in that it is not 
body. For how will you divide that which has no 
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magnitude? If then what has the magnitude in any 
way participates in what does not have magnitude it 
will participate in it without its being divided: or it 
will again have magnitude. Whenever then you say 
it is in many things, you are not saying that it has 
become many, but you are fitting what happens to 
the many to that one when you see it all at once in 
the many. But the “in them” must be taken in the 
sense that it does not come to belong to each one of 
them, or again to the totality, but it belongs to itself 
and is itself, and because it is itself does not depart 
from ilself. Nor again is it of the same size as the 
perceptible All, or of any part of it; for it is 
altogether not quantitative: haw then can it he of 
any size? For one attributes “of such a size” to body; 
but one should not in any way attach "of such a size" 
to what is not body but of another nature; one 
should not even attach “of such a kind” there; so 
then not “where” either; so then not “here and 
there” either; for that would already be “where” 
many times over. If then division is by places, when 
one part of it is here and another there, how can 
what has no "here" be divided? It must then be 
indivisible, itself with itself, even if the many aspire 
to and attain it. If then the many aspire to it, it is 
clear they aspire to it as whole: so that if they are 
also able to participate in it. they would participate 
in it as whole in so far as they can. The things 
therefore which participate in it mus: be so related 
to it asif they did not participate, since itis not their 
private property; for in this way it willremain whole 
itself by itself and whole in visible things. For if it is 
not whole, it is not itself, nor again will the partici 
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pation be in what men aspire to but in something 
else to which the aspiration was not directed. 

3. For indeed if the part which came to be in cach 
was a whole, and each individual thing was like the 
first — each individual thing in a state of continual 
severance ~ then the firsts would be many and each. 
individual would be a first. Thon what would it be 
which kept these many firsts apart, so as not to be 
one thing all together? It would certainly not be 
thcir bodies; for it would not be possible for them to 
be forme of the bodics, assuming that these firsts are 
like that first from which they came. But if what are 
called the parts in the many things are the powers of 
that whole, first of all each is no longer a whole; then 
how did they come hore when they had been cul off 
from and left that first? For if they really did leave it, 
they were obviously going somewhere when they left 
it. Then, are the powers which have come to be here 
in the porecptible world still in that first or not? For 
if they are not, it is absurd that it should be dimin- 
ished and become powerless by being deprived of the 
powers which it had before; and how would it be 
poosible for the powers to exist acparcte or cut off 
from their substances? But if they are both in that 
first and elsewhere, then either they will be hero as 
wholes or parts of them will be here. But ifit is parts, 
thon the other parte will be thoro [in tho true All]. 
But if they are here as wholes, then either they are 
here what they are there, not divided, and again 
there will be the same everywhere, not divided; or 
the powers will each bo ono whole thing which has 
become many, and will be like each other, so that 
each substance will have its power with it; or the 
power accompanying substance will only be one, 
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and the others will only be powers; and yet, just as it 
is not possible to have substance without power, so 
jt is not possible to have power without substance. 
For power there [1n the true All] 1s real existence 
and substance, or greater than substance. But if the 
powers from that first are other because they are less 
and dim, like a dim light from a brighter light, and 
the same is true of the substances which accompany 
these powers, that there may not be power without 
substance, first of all, even with powers of this kind 
it is necessary, since they are in every way of like 
form to each other, either to agree that there is one 
and the same power everywhere, or, if not every- 
where, at any rate present at once as a whole in 
every direction, not divided, as in one and the same 
body (but if this 1s so why not in all the whole 
universe?). But if this is so, each power will be 
divided to infinity, and will no longer be a whole 
oven for itself, but will by being divided be a power- 
lessness. 'l'hen if one power 1s 1n one part and one in 
another, there will be no room for consciousness. 
And then further, just as tke image of something, 
like the weaker light, if cut off from that from which 
it is, would no longer exist, and ın general one 
cannot cut off and make exist [separately] anything 
at all which derives its existence from something 
else and is its image, these powers also which came 
from that first could not exist cut off from it. But if 
this is so, that from which they derived will be there 
simultaneously where they are, so that again it will 
be present itself everywhere all at once undivided as 
a whole. 

10. But if someone were to say that it is not 
necessary for the image to be dependent on anything 
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in the original - for it is possible for a likeness to 


exist when the original is not there from which the 


Jikeness is taken, and, when the fire has gone away, 
for the heat to exist in what hes been heated - first of 
all, as regards the original and the likeness, if one is 
tulking about the likeness made by the painter, we 
shall affirm that it is not the original which made the 
likeness but the painter, since even if some painter 
makes a self-portrait it is not a likeness of himself; 
for what made the painting was not the body of the 
painter or the [bodily] form which was represented; 
and it is not the painter, but this particular dispo- 
sition of the colours, which should be said to make 
this particular likeness. This is not in the strict and 
proper sense the making of likeness and image as it 
occurs in pools and mirrors, or in shadows — here the 
image has its existence in the strict and proper sense 
from the prior original, and comes to be from it, and 
it is not possible for what has come to be to exist cut. 
off from it. But they will accept that this is the way 
in which the weaker powers come from the prior 
ones. But as for what is said about fire, the heat 
should not be called a likeness of the fire, unlessone 
is going to say that fire is included m heat; for if this 
is sa [the inclusive form of heat] will produce heat 
without fire. And then, even if not at once, the 
heated body does cease to be hot and does grow cold 
when the fre has gone away. But if these people 
were going lo quench these powers, first of all they 
will be affirming that only the One is indestructible, 
and will make the souls and Intellect destructible. 
And then they will make flow away the things which 
come from a substance which does not flow away.! 
Yet, if the sun were to stay fixed in any particular 
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place, it would give the same light to the same 
regions; but. if anybody were to say, not the same 
light, he would confirm by this that che body of the 
sun was flowing away. But that the things that come 
from that first are indestruczible, and that the souls 
and every intellect are immortal, has been stated at 
greater length elsewhere. 

11. But why, if the intelligible is everywhere as a 
whole, do not all things participate in it as a whole? 
And why is there the first there, anc the second as 
well, and after that others? Now one must suppose 
that what is present is present for the capacity of 
what is going to receive it, and that being is every- 
where in being and does not fall short of itself, but 
that is present to it which is able to be present, and is 
present to it to the extent of its ability, not spatially; 
as the transparent is presen: to light, but the parti- 
cipation of the turbid is otherwise. And certainly 
things are first and second and third in rank and 
power and dillerence, not by their positions. For 
nothing prevents different things from being all 
together, like soul and intellect and all bodies of 
knowledge, major and subordinate. For the eye per- 
ceives the colour, the smell the fragrance, and other 
different senses different things, coming from the 
same body, which exist all together. but not sepa- 
rately. Is that first, then, variegated end many? Yes, 
but the variegated 1s also simple, and the many one. 
For it is a rational form which is one and many, and 
all being is one. For its other is in itself and its 
otherness belongs to itself; for it certainly could not 
belong to non-being. And being belongs to the one 
which is not separated from it, and wherever being 
is, its one is present to it, and the one, again, is in 
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‘For an even more impressive version of this sound- 
image cp. III. 8.8. 26-28. 
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itself being. For it is possible to be present while 
being separate. But the beings ofthe sense-world are 
present in one way to the intelligibles (those of them 
which are present, and to the intelligibles to which 
they are present), and the intelligibles to themselves 
in another; since also soul is present in one way to 
body, and a knowledge to sovl, and a knowledge to 
another knowledge, differently, when both are in the 
same [mind]; and body is present to body in another 
way besides these. 

12. Just as there is often a sound in the air, anda 
word 1n the sound, and an car is there and receives 
and perceives it; and if you put another ear in the 
middle of the space between, the word and the sound 
would come also to it, or rather the ear would come 
to the word"; and many eyes would look towards the 
same thing and all be filled with the sight of it 
(though the object of sight would bc scparat 
hecause one was an eye and the other an ear); inthis 
same way that which is able to have soul will have it, 
and another again and yet another from the same 
source. But the sound was everywhere :n the air and 
not as one sound divided into parts, bulas one whole 
sound everywhere; and with sight, if the air has the 
shape by being affected, it has it not divided into 
parts; for wherever the sight is placed, it has the 
shape there. But not every way of thinking [about 
vision] accepts this,* Dut let the mention of it stand, 
because the participation is of the same one thing. 
But with the sound it is clearer that the whole form 
is in all the air: for everyone would not, have heard 
the same thing if the spoken word hac not been in 


? Plotinus himself does not: see IV. 5.6. 
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each and every place as a whole, and each hearing 
had not alike received the whole. But if even here 
the whole sound is not spread over the whole air, 
because this one part of it is joined to this one part of 
the air and that other divided up with that other, 
why should one disbelieve thatone soulis not spread 
out and divided up with the body, but is present 
everywhere where it is present and is everywhere in 
the All without being divided? And when it comes to 
be in bodies, in whatever way it does come to be in 
them, it will be analogous to the scund already 
sounded in the air, but before the bodies it will be 
like what makes or is going to make the sound; yet 
even when it comes to be in a body it has not even so 
departed from being like the one who makes the 
sound and both has it and gives it. Well then, what 
happens with scund is nol exactly the same as that 
for which it was taken as an example, but it has a 
certain likeness to it; but what happens with soul, 
since 1t belongs to the other nature, must be under- 
stood in the sense, not that one part of it is in body 
and another on its own, but that it is in itself as a 
whole and, again, is imagined as a whole in many. 
And again another came to get soul, and again this 
too has fram the urseen what was also in the others. 
For soul was not made ready before in such a way 
that a part of it placed here came to this particular 
thing, but what was said to come was in everything 
in itself and is in itself, though we think it has come 
hore. For how could it have come? If then it did not 
come, hut was seen now present, and present not by 
waiting for something to come and participate in il, 
clearly it is both on its own anc present to this thing. 
But if when it is on its own it is present to this, this 
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1 delevimus, ut glossam ad où ppows. 
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came to it, But if this thing which was outside this 
kind of being came to that which exists in this way 
and came to be in the ordered beauty o? life, anc this 
ordered beauty of lifo wae on ite own, and was really 
units own not divided over its own bulk — for there is 
no bulk — then what came to it also did not come to 
bulk; it did not therefore participate in a part of it; 
put if another thing as well comes to this kind of 
ordered beauty, it will participate in it as a whole. In 
the same way, then, if that ic said to be present in 
these [two] things as a whole, it will be present as a 
whole in cach and ovory thing. And so it will be 
everywhere, one in number and not divided into 
parts, but as a whole. 

13. What, then, is the origin of its extension over 
all the heaven and all living things? Now, it is not 
extended. For it is sense-perception, to which we are 
paying attention when we disbelieve what is now 
being said, which says that it is here end there, but 
reason says that the “here and there” has not come 
about by its being extended but the whole of what is 
extended has participated in it, while it is not itself 
spaced out. If then anything is going to participate 
in anything, it io clocar that it will not be participat- 
ing in itself: otherwise it will not be a participant, 
put [just] itself, Body, then, if it participates in 
anything, cannot participate in body: for it has it 
already. A body cortainly will not participate in a 
body. Nor, then, will magnitude participate in magni- 
tude: for it has it already. For not even if it receives 
an addition will that magnitude which was there 
boforo participate in magnitude; for it is not the 
length of two cubits which becomes three cubits 
long, but the substrate which had one quantity has 
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another; for [otherwise] the two themselves will be 
three. If then that which is divided and extended to a 
certain distance is going to participate in another 
kind, or ın general in something else, that in which 
it participates must not be divided or extended or in 
any way/quantitative. So that which is going to be 
present to it must be present to it everywhere as a 
whole, without parts; but not without parts as being 
small; for in this way it will none the less be divisible 
and will not fit the participant, and will not be with 
itas the same if it grows. But it is not without parts 
like a point either; for the bulk is not a point, but 
there are infinitely many points in it; so this too, if it 
is going to be a point, will be irfinitely many points, 
and not continuous: so that it will not fit in this way 
either. If then the whole bulk has it as a whole, it 
will have it in the whole of itself. 

14. But if it is the same soul in each and every 
place, how is it the particular soul of each indi- 
vidual? And how is one soul evil and the other good? 
Now, it is sufficient for each and contains all souls 
and all intellects. For it is one and again unbounded 
and holds all things together and each cistinct, and, 
again, not distinct in separation. For how could it be 
called unhounded except in this sense, that it has all 
things together, every life and every soul and every 
intellect? But each of them is not marked off by 
boundaries: for this reason, again, it is oue. For it 
did not have to have [only] one life, but a life 
unbounded and again one, and the one life one in 
this way, that all the lives are together, not heaped 
together into one, but beginning fru: oue and re- 
maining where they began; or rather they did not 
even begin, but it was like this always; for nothing 
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Pd "TS "n + 
` comes into being there; it is not then divided up into 


parts, but seems to be so divided to the recipient. But 
what is there is the primeval, that which was from 
the beginning; but that which comes to be draws 
near it and thinks to be joined to it and depends on 
it. But we - who are we? Are we that which draws 
hear and comes to be in time? No, even before this 
coming to be came to be we were there, men who 
were diferent, and some of us even gods, pure souls 
and intellect united with the whole of reality; we 
were parts of the intelligible, not marked off or cut 
off but belonging to the whole; and we are not cut off 
even now. But now another man, wishing to exist, 
approached that man; and when he found us ~ for we 
were not outside the All —he wound himself round us 
and attached himself to that man who was then each 
one of us (as if there was one voice and one word and 
one here and another there turned (heir ears to it 
and heard and received it, and there came to be a 
hearing made actual, having that which acted on it 
present): and we have come to be the pair of them, 
not the one which we were before — and sometimes 
just the other one which we added on afterwards, 
when that prior one is inactive and in another way 
not present. ^ 

15. But how did that which approached approach? 
Since there was an adaptability present in it, it had 
that to which it was adapted. But what comes to 
exist in such a way as not to receive all soul, though 
all is present, bul not to it, like the other animals 
and the plants receives as much as it can teke: as 
when a voice says a word, and some partake of the 
word along with the noise of the voice, some only of 
the voice and its impact. So when a living thing 
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1 Plotinus may be thinking here of rhe Roman Senate: a 
number of his circle were senators (Porphyry Life ch. 7); 
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came to be, which had soul present to it from what 
[really] exists, and was linked by that soul to all 
reality, but also had a body which is not empty or 
Without a share in soul, which did nov lie iu the 
soulless even before, it drew nearer still, one might 
say, by its adaptability end became no longer merely 
a body, but also a living body; and by what one might 
call its neighbourhood it gained a trace of suul, uut a 
part of it, but something like a heating or illumina- 
tion coming from it, and the coming-to-be of desires 
and pleasures and pains grew up ir it; but the body 
of the living thing which has come into beiug was 
not alien ta it. Now the soul which comes from the 
divine was quiet, standing in itself according to its 
character; but the body, in a tumult decause of its 
weakness, flowing away itself and battered by the 
blows from outside, first itself cried out to the com 
munity of the living thing and imparted its dis- 
turbance to the whole. It is like when in an assembly 
the elders of the people sil in quiel cuusideration,' 
and the disorderly populace, demanding food and 
complaining of other sufferings, throws the whole 
assembly into an ugly tumult. Now if people like this 
keep quiet and a speech from a sensible man gets 
through to them, the multitude settles to a decent 
order and the worse has not gained the mastery; but 
if not, the worse is master and the better keeps quiet, 
because the tumultuous mob could nut receive the 
word from above, and this is the vice of city and 
assembly. But this is also the vice of man; he too has 


butit is not clear that there isa reference to any particular 
episode in Roman history or passage of Latin literature 
(Henry and Schwyzer suggest Virgil Aeneid 1. 148-53). 
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in himself a populace of pleasures and lusts and 
fears, which gain the mastery when a man of this 
kind surrenders himself to a populace of this kind; 
but whoever enslaves thio mob, and rune back up to 
that mar he once was, lives according to that man 
and is that man and gives what he gives to the body 
as to something other than himself; but someone else 
lives now this way and now the othor; ho has become 
a person mixed from the good self and the evil other. 

16. But if that nature could not become evil, and 
this is the way of soul’s coming and presence to the 
body, what are the descent at fixed periods, and 
again the ascent, and the judgements, and the en- 
tries into the bodies of other animals? For we have 
received these from those who in ancient times have 
philosophised beat about tho soul; and it ie proper to 
try to show that our present discourse is in agree- 
ment, or at least not in disagreement, with them.' 
Since, then, participation in that nature was not its 
coming to thie world and abandoning itself, but this 
our nature's coming to be in that and participating 
in il, it is clear that the “coming” those ancient 
philosophers speak of must mean that the nature of 
body comes to be there and participates in life and 
soul, and in general is not meant spatially, but 
indicates whatever tho manrer of this kind of com- 
munion is. So that “descent” means coming to be in 
body as we say soul comes tc bo in body, the giving 
to this body of something from itself, not coming to 
belong to it, and “departure” means that body in no 


+ A very firm statement of the traditionalism of Plutinus, 
the ancient philosophers are of course Plato and, 
secondarily, the Pythagoreans. 
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exurowaneiv adic: rééw 8b ewm ris rmadmps 
koucovías Tois roübe 708 ravrds pépet, rip 8 olov év 
doxéro rà vonr Tóry mdeováris biddvar éavrfis üre 
Àqafow 7H Bwdpes ojcav xal év Bpaxurépos 
Biaerfuae dúoews THs rows vue Kady Se evu 
rip rouxécqy kowowiar Kat àyabòr rjv ánaMayij». 8d 
ais dru, idv pù 700e ĝ, GAN’ ody duxi robe Aeyonérm 
émogobv pep nws éx vo0 navròs yiera À yàp 
èvépyea abris oùŭkérıi mpòs à Shov Kaimep 106 Sov 
clow, donep dv ef imoripns dàns cbons kará ri 
Éedpypa ó émorfpa tvepyet* rà 8' dyalóv adr dv 7 
èmorýuovi où xará T: vis émoríqms, GAG xarà riv 
mágav ijv éxet. kai cotruv arr) Tob mavTòs ooa ióapov 
vorroó xol & cà Gio 76 uépos dmoxpénrovoa olov 
&Eélopev èx To) mavrós eis pépos, els 6 trepy& avri 
pépos by, olov el nip nâv kaíew Surdpevor puepáv Ti 
xalav üvaysálovro kaíro: &ca Exov Tapp Šóvapuv. Fore 
yap A yvy) opis ndvry võvu étui i] od g Endor ij, iav 
B Buapióf od cómo, GAX evepyeca yévyrar rà 


xabixaarov, poipd ris éarw, cù sáca, kairo! kal ds 


doa rpómov dAev. vdSerd 62 émoraroóos rdvry 


"Aibov 


ron, olov Suvdpe: tore 76 pépos oðon. Tò 8€ eis 
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way has any community with it; and there is an 
order of this kind of communion for the parts of this 
All, but soul, which is as it were on the edge of the 
jnuelligible region, often givoe thom something of 
itself since it is close to then. by its power and the 
distances are shorter by the law of a nature of this 
kind; but communion of this kind is an evil [for soul] 
aud release from it a good. Why? Bocauce, oven if it 
does not belong to this particular body, yet when it 
js said to belong to this body, it in some way or other 
comes out ofits All to be partial; for its activity is no 
longer directed to the whole although it bolonge to 
the whole, just as if when a whole body of knowledge 
is there [in his mind] the one who knows is active 
about a particular subject of study; but the good for 
the knower himcclf io not in come particular point of 
his knowledge but in the whole body of knowledge 
which he has. And so this soul, which belongs to the 
whole intelligible universe ard hides its part in the 
whole, leapt out, we might cay, from tho whole to à 
part, and actualises itself as a part init, as if a fire 
able to burn everything was compelled to burn some 
little thing although it had allits power. For the soul 
when it is altogether apart is particular without 
being particular, but when it is separated - not 
spatially, but it becomes each particular thing in its 
activity — itis a part, not the whole, though even so 
it is in another way the whole; but when it ie not in 
charge of anything it is altogether tke whole, and 
then itis a part, one might say, in potency. But as for 
going to Hades, if this means in the unseen,’ it is 


1 The wordplay here is clear in Greek, but cannot be 
rendered in English. 
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yiseoBar, ei uev êv ci dude, rà apis Myeraw: el Bé cive 
xeipw rémov, ví Bavpaoróv; érei xal viv, od Tò cde 
‘pov wal. & & rome, recto Meran éxet. AX ove 
óvros éri Tob auiparos; ij TÒ eioAo ei p 
dmoosacÜein, mas oùk éxei, ob rà elðwdov; ei dé 
mwrerds hicee guroaopia, xal dmédBou và clDaXov els 
Sa leisy MORE CE We ty tÂ KOT A 
ovderis Lnpnudvou abriis. rà plv oðv ex rod Toroûðe 


5 elSwrov yerspevor obras: dra» 8” adr olov èMájupn 


apis aiziv, rh vebacr rů emt Odrepa mpós rà Sor 
cvréaraArai nat adm foie evepyedy od ad duduvev 
GÀ. rept piv roóram radra: wad 8€ évarafdvtes Tor 
é€apyis Aóyov Méycopev. 
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soul's being apart that is spoken of; hut if going to 
some worse place, what is surprising in that? For 
even now, soul too is said to be there in that place 
where our body is. But what if the body no longer 
exists? If the image has not been torn away from il, 
how can it not be there where the image is’? But if 
philosophy has freed it completely, the image then 
too goes to the worse place alone, but the soul itself 
js purely in the intelligible without losing anything 
of itself. This is how it is with an image produced by 
this sort of process; bul when the soul itself so to 
speak shincs upon itself, by its inclination to the 
other [higher] side it is concentrated upon the 
whole, and it neither exists actually ncr, again, does 
jt perish. But this is enough about these matters: let 
us now take up the original discussion. 


!For the relationship of soul and image or sh 
illustrated by what is said about Heracles and his shade 
Odyssey 11. 601-3, cp. I. 1.12 and IV. 3. 32-4. 1. 
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VI.5. (23) NEPI TOY TO ON EN KAI 
TAYTON ON AMA IIANTAXOY EINAI 
OAON AEYTEPON 

1. TO & xal rabrév dpi savrayoó dpa čov evar 
coun) név ris €vvord drjaw elvat, Srav mávres xvolpevo 
adropuas Aywa Tov èv éxáoro hyo dedy d Eva cat 
sóvadróv. kal e vi abrods róv rpéaruv p] dmavro! pq 


Ady &erálew riv ddar abrüv or, ofros d xal 


Üeüro Kat évepyobvres roûôro cj diavoiy obras 
Avomatowro els & mws ovrepe(Bovres kal rajróv, Kal 
208. dy dÓdAoicv rabrns ris fvárqros åmooylķeoðar. kal 
Zon mdvrewv BeBaworácy åpyń, dv diomep at pox ipd 
dÜéyyovrat, uù x ráv kaliécaora cvykedaMuafeica, 
ADA apd rów vahéxaara sávrav mpoedbodca Kat rpó 
relye Ths rob dyabod srávra ópéysoÜa: vÜquérns TE 
xal Aeyodass. obrw yàp dw afr GAnbes eh, ei rà 
mráyra. els £y vweddue nud £v «lij, ad rodrou Hf dpe£es ety. 


rò ydp 6v roóro mpoitv piv émi Yárepa, éd! oov 


!This is one of Plotinus’ rare appeals to the common 
experience of mankind as a good starting-point for a 
philosophical investigation (III. 7. 1 may be compared, 
though "we" there probably means “philosophers” rather 


326 


VI. 5. ON TIIE PRESENCE OF BEING, 
ONE AND THE SAME, 
EVERYWHERE AS A WHOLE II 


1. A general opinion affirms that what is one and 
the same in number is everywhere present as a 
whole, when all men are naturally and spontaneous: 
ly moved to speak of the god who is in each one of us 
one and the sume.! And if someone did not ask them 
how this is and want to examine their opinion 
rationally, thia is what they would assume, and with 
this active and actual in their thinking they would 
come to rest in this way somehow supporting them- 
selves on what is one and the same, and they would 
not wish to be cut away from this unity. And this is 
the firmest principle of all, which our souls cry out, 
as it were, not summed up from individual instances, 
but preceding all the individuals and coming before 
that principle which leys down and says that all 
things desire the good. For this latter would be true 
if all things press on to the one and are one, and their 
desire is of this. For this one, proceeding to the 
others as far as, and in the way in which, it can 


than "mankind in general". The way in which he 
expresses this general consent may remind us cf how much 
the centuries of Christianity and anti-Christianity have 
changed the common thinking of our own world. What he 
says here would probably still be true in India. 
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mpoeAÓciv xdi) ulby ve, woMd dv diaveln re xaí ras xai 
ein, 4 9 dpyata dícis Kal 4 dpegis rod åyaðoŭ, émep 
èoriv avrod, els & dvtws dyet, xul it vwdre onedSee 
râoa bas, éd! éavriy. roro ydp core cà dyaÜor TÅ 
quá rabry púset rà elvat adriis al elvat airiv: robro 8° 
dori rò lvi piu. obrw Sè wal rà dyaB3v iplis char 
Déyerar oixeior- 9i ovè dco Carel aùrò Bet. mo) yàp 
dv etn duo 700 čvros repuremranós; 1 môs dv ns èv 7 
pù dere Medpos add; Edd Borda èn 7h Suet athe dy 
cbr pù čv. el 82 bv Kal & và bri exetvo, èv éaurd dv 
ety ixdorw. ook dméornpev dpa cof Bvros, AM’ Cauév 
d abcd, ofS’ ad uem dini Pv Apa mdvra à vra. 

2 Adyos 88 èrxaphoas eéraow roietoBas roo 
Aeyouévow oy & Te dv, GAAd re pepepropéror, 
an paMufvav re els riy Ghrnow viv vv. cwuárav 
ġúow Kai évreiber rds dpyds Aupßávwv épépué ve iv 
odolay rouse» elvai. vopísas, Kai Tj évórqyri 
dmísrzaev abris dre mù ¿È dpyüv rev olco i 
dppyv rs ČnTýoews memroctyaévos. piv 86 nrréov eis 
Tòv dép ob évds kal návry övros Adyov oixelas eis 
aiorw ápyás tobro 8° ort vonràs vosróv Kal THs 
dXwfhwüs obolas ixonéras. émei yàp rà pév éore 
medopniiévov xal savro(as Beydpevov uerafoMs xal els 
ávra rónor (dcl)! SceAqppevov, 8. 8) yéveaw dv 


mpovijxo. dvopdtew, dAX oin. obclav, rè 88 öv del 


? Igal, H-S* 
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proceed, would appear as many and even, in a sense, 
be many; but the ancient nature and the desire of the 
good, that is of itself, leads to what is really one, and 
every naturo presses on to this, to itself. For this is 
the good to this one nature, belonging to itself and 
being itself: but this is being one. It is in this sense 
that the good is rightly said to be our own; therefore 
une must not ecck it outside. For where could it be if 
it had fallen outside being? Or how could one dis- 
cover it in non-being? But it is obvious that it is in 
being, since it is not non-being. But if that good is 
being and in being, it would clearly be for each 
individual in himself. We have not, then, departed 
from being, but are in it, nor has it departed from us: 
30 all things are one! 

2, But the reason which tried to make the inves- 
tigation of what we are talking about, since it is not 
one thing but. something divided and brings along to 
its enquiry the nature of bodies and takes its prin- 
ciples from them, both divided substance, thinking 
that it was of this [bodily] kind, and disbelieved in its 
unity, because it did not take the starting-point of its 
enquiry from the principles proper to substance. But 
we must lake lor our reasoning about Lie oue aud 
altogether existent principles which, being proper to 
it, will lead to conviction: that is, intelligible prin- 
ciples of intelligibles and those which belong to true 
substance. For since one [nature] is carried about 
and accepts every kind of change and is continually 
divided into every place, which it would be appropri- 
ate to call hecoming, not substance, but the other 


! On this pessage and ch. 4, 17-24 see Iniroductory Nate, 
pp. 270-271. 
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[Buedepspévox]! doatras xarà radrd xo, obre 

ywdueror obre ånoňópevon obSE rwa xópav one 
15 nov vbSE nva Spar xor of8? dde wollen oč’ af 
eiouiy eis ruv, åAX èv abr@ pévov, mepi pèv éxelvov 
Myov äv cis £ reis ris dows kal Tov Umtp aŭris 
Gétvpéve ovadroyitorto dv elkórers 8 etndiwy 
cixéras kat ros ov\oyiopods vovoiuevos. drav © ad 


rods mepi raw vonrâr AMyous Ts moras, Aqufdvaw 


2 Tip ris obclas púow Tepi Hs mpuyparevera Tés åpxås 
v Aya ducaiws dv srevoiro ui wapexfaive diomep 
Envdedqouévos én’ oq plow, dXX $n airs éxetvns 
rep! airs mv Karavénow mowópevos, émai 
mavrayob cà ri Zorw åpxń, kal rois adds ópwapévois 

25 Myeras xal rv ovjfefqeórem cà modà ywdoxeobar 
ols òè xal adrra èv 7G ri ear úmápzer, TOMA páMov 
èv soócois čyeoða dei roórov, xal cis roUro BAerréov 
kal mpie rofira mdvra dveverréov. 

3. Ei 5} 76 dv dvrws roro Kai doadrws Cxe Kai oók 
klorarat airé avroð kal yéveais nepi aùrò ovdeuia 
58 èr réng Meno drat, dvdquen ated oree Exov del 
ce civ air) efvar, xal pù Sieordvar dp? adrod pndé 

5 abrod rò uèv dC, rò dè GB! elvat, unde mpoi€vau rt dm” 


adro0 dr] yàp dv èv ky wat EMe ef, wal Saws Ev 
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[nature] is being, always in exactly tho same state, 
neither coming to be nor perishing nor having any 
space or place or base, nor going out from anywhere 
nor entering into anything, but remaining in itself, 
when one was speaking about those things [of the 
lower world] one would reason logically from that 
nature and from what is held to be true about it and, 
reasoning probably by means of probable principlos, 
would frame syllogisms which are also [only] prob- 
able. But when, on the other hand, one engages in 
reasonings about the intelligibles. the right way 
would be to take the nature of substance about 
which one is concerned and so establish the prin- 
ciples of one's reasonings, without passing over, as if 
one had forgotten, to the other nature, hut applying 
one’s mind to that intelligible nature by means of 
itself; since everywhere the “what it is” is the 
starting-point, and it is said that those who have 
dofined wall know most of the incidental accompani- 
ments; but in things where everything is included in 
the “what it is", one must much more hold fast to 
this and look to this and refer everything to thi 

8. Now if this is rcal being and remains the same 
and does not depart from itself and there is no 
coming-to-be about it and, as was said, it is not in 
place, it is necessary for it, being in this state, to be 
always with itself, and not to sand away from itself, 
onc part of it cannot be here and another there, nor 
can anything come e&t of it; [for if it did] it would 
already be in different places, end, in general, would 


! Plotinus is here developing an Aristotelian thought in 
a Platonic manner: cp. Aristotle on Socrates, Metaphysics 
M 4, 1078b24-25. 
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rin eli, end oùe 26? Eavr0d où drobés máðot yàp dv, 
el & QU d È è» derat Coran, ob èv Nep. ef odi jr} 
duvardy éavred prst pepioðèr pqs? peraßdor aded 
unòeuiav peraBodiy èv moois dua ein v tov dpa. 
favre čv, rà abrà öv avrayoo éavrd rò & ois 
elvat dv dyor Toöro à turw ^ duvivô Sv pù ad èp’ 
čavroò elvat. Aeírerat rolvw Myew abré pèv êv oððevi 
chat, rà 8 Na ¿rekou perelauPivew, 800 Sivarat 
uóij wapevai wal wafócor écrit Dworà aðr 
rapeivas. dviyren rory Ñ tàs ómoléress iui vds dpyds 
éxelvas! ávapev pndeulay ebar roadry dóow 
AMyoveas dj, ei roòró éorw dbivarov xai éorw 
eavdyans taies dois xal obala, mrapabéyecfas cà 
AMopyis, rà Év xal radrdv dpOud uÙ penepiouévov, 
GMa Gov dv, rà» Maw àv» map! air pnòevòs 
dmoortareîv, oiv rob xeicDa: Senbiy 0882 7H poípas 
cwÀs dx’ airo? éXGeiv pnd? ad 7H adrd pev petrus èv 
að Sov, Qo B ri da” abrod yeyovds rarahehovròs 
ard fe els rà da roMaxs. Caras ve yàp oŬros rò 
per Gddobe, cà 8° da? adrod lof, Kai rómov (e 
Bcearnuds dd rav èn’ abros. Kai èr’ exeioy od, ei 
Exaorov Giov Ñ pepos—xat ef pv uépos, où civ rob 
Brov dnvuduer dócw, Srep 8} elpqrar ci B0 Sov 
xao rov, Ñ &cacrov peprodper toa pépy 7H èv di eure ij 
rairév Gov mavrayoô ovyywphoopev Sóvacfat evar. 
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be in something and not on its own or unaffected; for 
it would be affected if it was in something else; but if 
it is going to be in a state of freedom from affection. 
it will not be in something else. If, therefore, without 
departing from itself or being divided into parts or 
itself undergoing any change, it is in many things at 
once, existing at the same time as one whole with. 
itsclf, then, being the same everywhere, it will have 
an existence in many things: but this is heing on its 
own and, again, not being on its own. It remains, 
then, to say that it is itself in nothing, but the other 
things participate in it, all those which are able to be 
present to it and in so far as they are able to be 
present to it. We must then either do away with 
these hypotheses and principles and say that there is 
no nature of this kind; or, if this is impossible and 
there is of necessity a nature and substance of this 
kind, we must accept what we have been saying from 
the beginning, that the one and the same in number 
which is not divided but exists as a whole does not 
depart from any of the things which exist beside it, 
with nc need of any diffusion either by some portions 
coming from it or, alternatively, by its remaining ss 
a whole in itself bu: something else generated from it 
leaving it and coming to the others in many ways. 
For in this way it will be in one place and what 
comes from it in another, and it will have a place 
separated from what comes from it. And again with 
the things which come from it, if each is a part or a 
whole - if it is a part ít will not preserve the nature 
of the whole, as has been said already; but if each is a 
whole, we shall either divide each ore into parts 
equal to that in whichit is, or we shall agree that the 
same can be everywhere present as a whole. This, 
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obras 8) ó Myos d£ aùroò roô mpdyparos Kal vhs 
odatas dAddrpiov od8ev 008° èx vis érépas dicens 
dicas. 

4. °182 8é, ei BoóAe, xal óvBe: rv Gedy ob mij pev 
elvai, mj 8° oùe eivai dapev. Fori yàp dfioduev Te 
aep mia. rois ëvvowv Exovar Jewv o) uóvov mepi 
txelvou, GMa xal mepi mávraw Myew Oedv, ds 

5 savrayoó mipeor, wal ó Adyos 5é yor Seiv oŭrw 
ríðeobu. ei obv navrayoù, oby olóv Te pepepvouévov: ob 
yap dv ert vavroyob airós ety, GAN’ £kaorov abrod 
pépos rò pè dBi, Tò Sè SB orar, abrós Te oby els 
tru Cora, domep el runbein ri péyetos eis noìá, 
dod Abpevdv re ora kai rà pép mrávra oùxkén Tò Sov 

10 dxeivo dorav mpds robrows B6 xal oôpa earns. el B) 
raûra dBóvarau, nád að dveddvy rò ámaroipevov èv 
náon dice àvðpónov Sod rà fedr vopilew xal 
mavrayoû Tò att dpa Odor elvat. máAw Bé, ei daretpov 
Myoev éelrqy iy déow—od yàp 5) serepasuévi — 

15 rí dv Mo eln, i) dre oùx envretiber; e è pi) Grdeder, 
Sri mápegrw éxdorw: ci yàp un Sóvavro. wapeivar, 
delle re cal orat Siro où. xai yàp ei Myoiiev AAO 
wer aùrò Tò v, Guod að adr wal rò per’ add wept 
Leve wal cic éxeivo al adrod olov yéwnua ouvudes 

20 exelvw, Bore rà peréxov Tob per’ ad7d Kdkelvou 
uereiigdévai. zoMäv yàp dram àv & TÅ voró, 
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certainly, is an argument derived from the thing 
itself and its substance, dragging in nothing alien or 
derived from the other nature. 

4. But, please, lock at this argument also: we deny 
that God is in one place but not in another. For it is 
accepted among all who have a notion of gods that. 
one says, not only abou: that [supreme God] but 
about all gods, that they are present everywhere, 
and the.argument says that this must be assumed. If 
then God is everywhere, it is not possible that he 
should be divided; for then he would not still be 
everywhere, but each part of him would be one here 
and another there, and he would not still be one, as, 
if one cuts a magnitude into many parts, it will be 
destroyed and all the parts will no longer be that 
whole; and besides, he will bea body. But if all this is 
impossible, then again wha: is disbelieved in has 
reappeared; in every human nature believing in God 
goes with believing that the same thing is every- 
where as a whole. And again, if we say that that 
[divine] nature is unbounded — it certainly is not 
limited - what could this mean other than that he 
will not fall short? But if he is not going to fall short, 
docs this mean that he 1s present to each and every 
thing? Yes, for if he should not be able to be present, 
he will fall short and there will be somewhere he is 
not. For even if we may be talking about something 
else after the One itself, this again will be together 
with the One itself and what is after it will be around 
that One and directed to phat One and like some- 
thing generated from it in dose touch with it, so that 
what participates im what comes after it has also 
participated in that One. For, since there are many 
things in the intelligible, firsts and seconds and 
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mpi ve xai Sevrépow xal rpirwr, raè olov opalpas 
puis els & xévrpov dyqpuévov, où Buaorípac. 


SceAnpcreor, AMV Bera Sod adrof 
dv mapi rà apíra, xai rà Sedrepa wal tà mpdra 
adpectt. 

5. Kal cudyvedas wev Évexa ó Adyos moANdnes otov ex 
Kévrpou évds muAAds ypappds moujoas els voy 708 
mAOous Tod yevoudvov ebédet dyew. Set 88 mmpodvras 
po) mávru và deydueva modà yeyovévar Myew, 

5 ds Kéxel éri Tod kóxAov oUk obcas ypapiàs ddewpLo- 
uévas ort AapPdvew énimedov yap év. oô 8€ oùðè xar’ 
entredov & Sidurypd ru GAN dSidoraror Suvdpers kal 
bola, mdvra čr cinórws narà névrrpa Abyoure dp il 
duod Kérrpw wuytra, olov adévra ras ypaypas rå 

10 népara adrév rà npòs v Kérrpy xeipeva, Öre ù xal 
& dor ndvra. médw Sé, el mpoadeins rds ypappás, al 
uv &dslovras rw wévrpwy aóráw d xardrov éxdarn, 
Zorar ye pay vddév Frrov wévrpor éxacroy obw 
dnorerpnpévor roô évós mperrov xévrpov, áX óuoů 

15 óvra. éxeivw kaoov ad eva, Kai rocavra éou at 
ypappat ufs voar abrà mépara elva: exchvear, Bore 
Soon pè ebdrrerae ypsppáv rozaóra davipai, t 8t 
dpo? mávre enctra crar cè 8? obv nérrpois noote 
éneuxdoaper ndvra rà vonrå [eiva] } eis & révrpov 
åvagepopévots ra? évovpévois, odd è paveior ed ras 

20 ypaupàs vd àv ypapudy yewncacóv aórá, dà 
Be£asóv, ui ypupped napexérwoar piv xpelav & cà 


1 del. Kirchhoff. 
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thirds, and they are linked like one sphere to its one 
centre, not disparted by distances, but all existing 
together with themselves, wherever the thirds are 
present, the seconds and firsts are present as well. 
5. And for the sake of clarity our discourse often, 
by making, as it were, many lines proceed from one 
centre, wants to lead to a notion of the multiplicity 
which has come to be. But one must bear in mind 
when one says this that the things which are said to 
become many are all together at once, just as there 
in the example of the circle one cannot take the lines 
as being separated: for it is one surface. But where 
there is not even any spacing out on one surface, but 
only unspaced powers and substances, all may reas- 
onably be spoken of in terms of their centres all 
united in one centre, as if their ends located in the 
centre dropped their lines, and then certainly all are 
onc. But again, if you put the lines on, they are 
attached to their centres which each of them leaves, 
and none the less each and every centre will not be 
cut off from that one first centre, but they will be all 
together with that and each, again, individual, and 
they will be as many as the lines to which they gave 
themselves to be their ends, so that they appear to be 
as many as the lines with which they are in contact, 
but all of them are one together. But if we likened all 
the intelligibles to many centres all going back to 
and united in one centre, but appearing as many 
because of their lines ~ the lines do not generate 
them bui show them — the Jines might serve our 
purpose at present by providing an enalogy to the 


' On this passage see Iniroduciory Note, pp. 270-271. 
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napór dváVoyor cvai d» èbanrouém À vos) dhas 


rod xal rodMaxf palverai mapeivar 
6. T2304 yp & 


dmelpy doce oM. ore, Kai TOARG èv Et ab Ev ext 
moMois Kai ópoô ndvra, xai evepyet mods 78 Show perà 
roô iow, xol évegyei mpds rà pépos aÔ perà roô 
5 dvv. Béyerac 82 rò pépos ets ard 73 dis pépovs mparor 
erépynpu, dxodovber 8 73 Ao. olov eè à ävðporos 
óv wa. dvÜparrov ris ävðpwnos ylvovro div 
ad ävðpwnos. 6 pèr oUr ürÜporros 6 & rh Uy éd eves 


àv eis 


rob dvÜpdrrov roO kurd riv (cav moddoùs énolsae rovs 
10 adrods dvOpdimous, kal éorw év 76 abrd èv moñdoîs 
odrus, Sue Curly & re olov dvodpayctéperor čr wodots 
aùró. aùrò 86 dvüporros kal adroékacrov ` Kui dov 16 
müv ody ofras èv moddois, GAAd rà TOG èr abrd, 
paddav Be mepi ard. dAAov yap Tpómov TÒ Aevkóv 
müvrayob Kai Tj bux é«dorov èv mavti pépet có 


15 odparos 1) aŭrý' obra yàp xai r Sv mayraxos. 


71. " Aváyerai yàp kal Tò rjuérepov Kal Mets els 76 
čv, xai dvaBaivopér e eis éxeivo kal rà mpárov dx 


éxetvov, xal voobuev éxeiva oix eiwàa ab 


rémovs yovres. ei 8€ jj vcro, óvres exeiva. ei odv 
8 Apis émørýuņs_ peréyopev, éxeivd oper oix 
éxelvois óvses.. 


drroJafóvres aid ev piv, GAN’ Huet 


Byreay 88 kai vv Ew, où pdvov ied, éxeiva, mávres 


Copy exetru. Spud dpa dvres perà návraw ¿opèn 
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things by contact with which the intelligible nature 
appears to be present as many and in many places.! 

6. For the intelligibles are many and they are one, 
and, being one, they are many by their unbounded 
nature, and many in one and one over many and all 
together, and they arc active towards the whole with 
the whole, and active towards the part again with 
the whole. But the part receives into itself the first 
activity as that of a part, but the whole follows; as if 
[the Form of] Man came to a particular man and 
became a particular man though being on the other 
hand [the Form of] Man. For the man ın the matter 
made from the one man according to the Idea many 
men, all the same, and the same thing is one in the 
many in a way like that in which there is one seal- 
imprint in many things. But the thing itself, Man, 
and each thing itself, and the [intelligible] All as a 
whole are not in many in this way, but the many are 
in the thing itself, or rather around it. For there is a 
ditierence between the way in which the white is 
everywhere and that in which the soul of each 
individual is in every part of the body the same; for 
this latter is the way in which being is everywhere. 

7. l'or we and what is ours go back to real being 
and ascend to that and to the first which comes from 
it, and we think the intelligibles; we do not have 
images or imprints of them. But if we do not, we are 
the intelligibles. If then we have a part in true 
knowledge, we are those; we do no} apprehend them 
as distinct within ourselves, but we are within them. 
For, since the others, and nct only ourselves, arè 
those, we are all those. So then, being together with 

! For the very important image of the circle and its radii 
in Plotinus see also, e.g. I. 7.1; V. 1.11; VI. 98. 


339 


eS e aea 


PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VI. 5. 


exeivar mávra dpa éopev Ev. čo plv odv ópáwres 1) dde 
eéhupcBa dyvootper & čvres, olov mpócorma [oM] ! 
els rà £o oM, kopup Exovra eis 76 dow play. ei 
Bé ris emorpadivar Sévairo Ñ map! aŭro Ñ cis 
"Ayvás aùrĝs etruyhoas rhe Dens, Bedv re ral 
adriv kal rò mév dberau: übers 86 cà. piv mpórra oix. 
dos rò Tay, cfr” odi eye önn aúròv orýoas piet Kal 
uéxpt thos adrds gor, ddels repypipew ám) rod 
dvros dmarros aŭròv els rav rò müv ife. mpoedBdv 
baini GX atret Arbar, ad Spore 8 máu 

8. Olio 88 Éyoye kal et ris emoxéparro riy ris 
dias ray eibów werddmpuv, uâhov dy eis nian Dev 
rob Aeyopévov xal pù dv ere às ddwváro droze Ñ 
ad dropetv. eBoyov ydp Kai dveykaiov, ouou, pù 
keuiévom ray elBàv.xopls kai ad ris Ays mppabey 
dvaflév sole rdv Gau els abriy yeyovévar: pù yàp 
dj icevóv cobro Àeyópevov: Ti yàp àv etn Tò "mráppto" èv 
otros kal à “xwpls”; kal oóx ad 73 Séadpaarov Kai 
rò dmopdraroy fy 76 ras peroMjleus Aeyópevov, 
dX elpgro dw mpoxsipSrara minei dv vog mapa 
Selywacw. dX Kav Eau Ayup rore, oix 
oUrus épobuev, ws émi tov alcOyrdv Aéyonev eis 
aiodnréy rds dyes Gd? eel eidwda và & rå Bho, 

1 del. H-S?, 

? del. Kirchhoff. 


This is the clearest explanation in the Enneads of 
Plotinus’ statement, which so much annoyed later 
Neoplatonists, that we are “cach of us an intelligible 
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all things, we are those: so then, we areall and one.! 
So therefore when we look outside that on which we 
depend we do not know that we are one, like faces 
which are many on the outside but have one head 
inside. But if someone is able to turn around, either 
by himself or having the good luck to have his hair 
pulled by Athene herself? he will see God and 
himself and the All; at first he will not see as the All 
but then, when he has nowhere to set himself and 
limit himself and determine how far he himself goes, 
he will stop marking himself off from all being and 
will come Lo all the All without going out anywhere, 
but remaining there where the All is set firm. 

8. But I for my part think that also, if one were to 
consider the participation of matter in the Forms, 
one would be more inclined to have confidence in 
what is being said and not to disbelieve it as impos- 
sible or continue to be puzzled about it. For, I think, 
it is probable, and indeed necessary, that the ideas 
are not placed separately on one side and matter a 
long way off on the other and then illumination 
comes to matter from somewhere up there: I am 
afraid this would be empty words. For what would 
“far off” and "separately" mean in this context? And 
again, the business of participation weuld not be 
seid to be hard to express and extremely perplexing, 
but the explanation would be extremely accessible 
and well known from the examples. But even if we do 
sometimes speak of illumination we do not mean it 
in the sense in which we speak of illuminations of a 
sense-object in the realm of sense; but, since the 
universe” (IIL 4.3. 22: cp. IV. 7.10. 34-36) and shows how 
literally it is to be taken. 

? Like Achilles, Iliad I. 197-8. 
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dpyerbnew òè rdéw eer rà eld, rò è rûs diues 
rowbrov obw yupis ëyew rà èMaprópevov, obra) 
18 Aéyomev. Sei Aè viv dkpifitarepov héyortas uù) otrw 
ziBeabar cis ywpis dvtos Tóm vo? eiBovs el0' Gorrep ev 
Bare evopdobae rH Oly rjv iSéar, GAA riv TAqv 
[eùo]! mavraxd9ev olov éparropévyy Kai ad ook 
darroperyy ris Stuy nurd nâr éauris čozew mapà 
20 70$ eiSous 7H TAjoLaspA Saov Sivarut AaBeiv oùðevòs 
peragd dvros, où rijs (és Sud. tans drebeABobons Kai 
émópapoóoss, GAN’ èv avri pevosons. ei yàp pù èv rfj 
dg éoriv olov mupòs 7j a—rip yàp rois eroueiois 
dv droBe—Anudrm à Abyos AqpBavérar- airs 93 wip 
25 Ti Ody ob Syyevépievov adrd [rf Ry]? popddw zvpds 
warà mâcan rim mipaletany fv mapéberar. dycos Bd 
colds mip 73 mpôron evwhoy iiroxelabn yevópevor: 6 
yap aris Aáyos kal éxi rv áMwv ray Aeyopérwy 
croixelwy dppdact. ci obv rò & exeivo mop Ñ? ida èv 
rast Bewpeirar Tapéyov elkóva. éavroü Qu» ^ «uid ® 
30 (73) cómo xupis bv où mapétei ðs jj EMaphis 7j 
ópopévy: ion yàp ei mov may <őrov dv) * roùro TÒ 
rip 75 èv aloÜfjce,, ei nav aùrò mold j^ écvrob rijs 
iSéas aŭris pevodons èv axdaw abrà rómovs yervijsav 
èt abrob èneinep čet 73 abd TOA) yevónevov duyety 
dd! éavt0d i Ñ wud obras kal roA\dns weraAdBy 


25 sob abrod. wad ote Beie pèr damehe omen of Hg 


del. Vitringa, Müller. “Teal. 

el. H-S. 5 Igal: sai Enn., H-8. 
Igal, H £2: j Enn. 

nä» <émov är) lgak wav Eun, H-8 ("29-33 kui—uiiot 
locus nodum sanatus" H-8) 

1 wEBUCZ j x: ein Kirchhoff: § H-S'. 
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things in matter dre images, and the Forms hold the 
yank of archetypes, and illumination is such that it 
keeps the illuminated object separate, we use the 
word in this sense. But now we must speak more 
precisely and not assume that the Form is spatially 
separate and then the Idea is reflected in matter as if 
jn water, but that matter, from every side grasping 
(and again not grasping) the Idea, receives from the 
Form, over the whole of itself, by its drawing near to 
it all that it can receive, with nothing between; the 
Idea does not pass through and run over the whole of 
matter, but remains in itself. For if the Idea of Fire, 
for instance, is not in matter — let our discourse take 
the matter underlying the elements as an example 

the fire itself which does not come to be in matter 
will give the character of fire to all the matter made 
fiery. (Let it be assumed that the first fire in matter 
comes to be a large bulk.) For the same argument 
will fit the other elements as they are called. If 
therefore that one fire in that it 1s the Idea 1s seen in 
all [the fires] giving an image of itself not in the way 
that it would if it was spatially separate, it will not 
give its image as the visible illumination does; for it 
would already be all wherever this fire n the sense- 
world is,! if [that one fre] was itselfxgany as all, 
since, while the Idea itself of itself remained in the 
placeless, it would generate places out of itself if it 
was necessary for the same, having become many, to 
escape from itself that there might be many in this 
way and participate often in the same. And the Idea, 
not being scattered [like this], gave nothing of itself 


1I adopt Igal’s text and interpretation in this very 
difficult passage. 
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ida dexdBaoros ofca, of pj». aSbvaros yéyove & 


odva rò pi) v rå évè udriis poppioa xal avri abroé 


odrw To wupeivar, dy «qj? Mw per pépet ubris 
Ode, Ai 3€ do popddcar, éAAd mavri čkaorov Kai 
mráv, yeloior yap 75 mods iBéas mupòs érevadéper, i 
Exaatov vüp bd’ écáorqs djs, rà 06 Axis, poppotro: 
dmrapot yàp obras 6covrat a ida. efra was Kai 
pepteis à ywópeva ovveyotis évàs rups dvros; xal ei 


mpoobeinper Ty thy raórg dAdo atp peior moujoarres 


ated, xa! xar’ éxeivo ad Tò uépos Tis vs daréov ri 
atriy iðéav rà aird eipyáoðar où yàp 81) Nv. 

9. Kai roiu ei návra yevóueva. Fn TÀ oToLyEta TW 
Adyw Ts eis & ofapuccy oyüa. dyo1, où moddods 
daréov viv odaipay owl xarà wep Gov An 
ámorepvópevov aðr cis và moei pépos, GAN èv elvat 
rò alrov ris zocjoeus Shep favrd noriv où népous 
aócoó éMov ado mrototrros: obrc yàp dy vá roMoi 
ele, el ui) els & åuepès ávcdépows rjv mroíqow, páMov 
8* el & üpiepés 76 mov ri adaipav eis) ode adco 
xvlévros eis vj» adaípar ro) mowüvros, GANG rijs 

? Kirchhoff, 


? Plotinus, like practically all ancient Platonists except 
his friend and colleague Amelius, maintained firmly that 
the numbor of the Ideas was finite; for Amcliuo' view that 
they were infinite in number see Syrianus In Met. 147. 2-6. 
For the bearing of this passage on the much-disputed 
question about Ideas of individuals in Plotinus see, in the 
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to the matter, but'was certainly not incapable, being 
one thing, of forming what is not one by its one and 
being present to all of it in the way that it is not this 
piece of it which forms one part and that other 
another, but it forms each part with the whole of it 
and as a whole. For it would be absurd to introduce 
many Ideas of fire in order that each individual fire 
might be formed by a different one; for in this way 
the Ideas will be infinite in number.’ And then how 
are you going to divide up the fires which have come 
into existence if there is one continuous fire? And if 
we were to apply another fire to Chis matter by 
making the fire bigger, we must say that again in 
this part of matter the same Idea is doing the same 
things: for it certainly could not be another one. 

9. And further, if, when all tie elements had come 
into existence, someone brought them in thought 
into one spherical figure, one would have to say that 
it was not many makers who made the sphere part by 
part, one cutting off a piece for himself in one place 
and one in another to make a part with, but that the 
cause of the making was one, making with the whole 
of itself, not one part of it making one part and onc 
another; for in this way again Uke makers would be 
many, if you do not bring the making back to one 
partless thing, or, to put it better, urBess it is one 
partless thing which makes the sphere, without tae 
maker being diffused through the sphere,” but with 


first instance, my "Form, Individual end Person in 
Plotinus" (Dionysius I, 1977, 49-68 = Plotinian and 
Christian Studies XX), where rofcrences are given to other 
literature. 

2An allusion to the Stoic doctrine of "complete 
transfusion”, which Plotinus discusses fully in IL. 7. 
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10 aduípas Bde eis rò nowôv dvpprquérye. xoi Co} 
roi pia viv ofaipar exer % abri, ris ofaipas abris 
rebeloys èr fwi pug wal rè dv rĝ ofaipe rodvur ndvra 
eis lay [wñ xoi nêgor ai ijroyal toivu pia, obras è 
la, ds äreipos ad. 513 kai oi pèv ápilpóv Aeyov, oi öè 

15 Q yov»! aóràv udgorru vip déow ubifjs, 
darraalévres ratty isws, ds obSevt émdeimet GAY emi 
mávra elow d onı pévovoa, xal el vielem d kbapos dv, 
oùn dv énéAurev ij vajus pù ox èni mávra ab crOciv, 
uddAov 8 roôrov èv qáag abri evar. Sei Sra aBeiv rà 
"aífav"? oby ds rà prpar Aéyeras, GAN dre ook 

20 émideiner eis 76 mavrayob čv oda" votobrov yàp abrijs 
Tò & ds jf rowôrov elvai olov peperphobar čoov: 
Toíro yàp dúcews Gigs Tis Tò & yevõopévys «at 
ueraMje: & pavralouévns. và 8' ådybelas exdyrevnv £y 
olor pýre ovynetobas èx roMady &, I. dpaipeBérros 

25 rwis da” airob dmolwids Ñ exeivo Tò dov £v, phre 
Seĝo répaow, ia pù évappolopévow oùrò rv 
Mev 3] darrotre airáv peldvew dvrwv Ñ haeróro 
Bovddevor ii ndvra iévan, napî te oix ddov sácw, 
dM). pépeow abrod pépeow éxelvcov: kal tò Aeyépevov 

30.84) roro dyvoet órou ċari yijs els plav rwà mwréeiav 
où Burdpevoy lévax dre &icoraapévor čavroô. clrep odv 

1 Roussos. 
*Roussos: oiov Enn. 
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the whole sphere dependent on the maker. And so 
one and the same life holds the sphere, and the 
sphere itself is set in one life; and so all things in the 
sphere depend on vue life, and su all lie suuls are 
one, bui so one that it is also an unbounded soul. 
This is the reason why some people called it a 
"number" and some said that its nature was "a 
rational principle augmenting ilsel", perhaps 
jmagining it in this way, that it does not fail any- 
thing, but, remaining what it is, reaches to every- 
thing, and if the universe was larger its power would 
not fail to reach again to everything, or rather Unis 
universe would be in the whole of it. One must then 
not take the "augmenting" literally, but [under- 
stand tha: it means] that it does not fail in being 
everywhere one: fur its one is of such a kind as not 
to be the kind of thing the size of which can be 
measured: for this belongs to another nature which 
feigns the one and is imagined as one by its partici- 
pation. But the one which possesses Lruth is tie hind 
which is not a one composed from maay, so that if 
something was taken away from it the whole one 
would be destroyed, nor divided by boundaries, so 
that when other things fit themselves into it it would 
be diminished because they are too big for it, or torn 
apart because it wants to reach all, atrd would not be 
present as a whole to all, but with parts of itself to 
parts of those things; as the saying goes, it does nut 
know where on earth it is since it is not able to come 
into one perfect whole because it is tom apart from 
itself. If therefore this one is going to be truly one, 


1 The allusions are to Xenocrates (fr. 60 Heinze) and 
Heraclitus (fr. B 115 DK). 
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Glnfeboer và & vobro, kal of 81} xal kurqyopeiy ear 
Gs obolas rà &, Sei aùrò dariv. rpómor twa riy 
èravríav abr dúow ixov riv 106 mhiGous èv TÀ 
Bw, rà è pr} Ember ab rò rios rodro eyew, 
Ed eng. adeeb uel adeeb, pleas IV Erra dad 
xal & c vi &yew rò eivai äaeipóv re raè thiBos, 
TOLOUTOV Ó€ öv TavTaxou óAov paiveBat éva Adyov ğvra 
éavrdy mepiéxovra, xal rày mepéyovra adróv elvat [uci 
àv nepéyovra aòròr] ! oùðapoŭ airo? årocraroûvre, 


SAX èv aŭrô manrayoŭ dura. où bý arw adr ofra 
dov rónw Šeidnupévo apd yap tov & rómo 
Arávroy Hy kal oùôèv éSeiro aùrò roírwv, dÀÀà rabo. 
exeivou, iva ipui. iBpuÜévra à otie dméorzaer iei 
Tis abrod èv abr pas: rwmfeons yàp éxelvrs 
ádxd)ero dv abrd drolopérys aùrôv ris Báoews xot 
rob ornpiLovros ard, 068° at éxeivo obras dvánrov jr, 
dere dnaldayey abré éavrod Siaomaohûvae wot 
sutdperoy èv éwwrg darlare ovar card Tóno TÒ 
airo? mpds 76 oýleobar Seouévo. 

10. Mée odv év éavrà awopovot kai ovx dv & 
dw yévorro- éxeiva Sè à ANa dvipryra els air) 
Gonep 08 core mól ekevpdvra. xal obrás dorm ò 
Orpavrdw "Epos napàv &clev del ai éduepevos roD 
KcAo? kai Gyamav ei ? oUrws [ws] ° óUvavro peraoyeir 
énei kai ò évraðla épaorijs ob Öeyóuevos 76 ráMos, 
GAG mapareípevos olrus ye. Tò 96 èf Eaurod uévei, 

1 del. Kirchhoff. 

2 Theiler, H-S*: det Enn. 

? del. Theiler, H-S?. 
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about which it is possible to predicate the one as of 
substance, it must appear as in some way having the 
opposite nature to itself, that of multiplicity, in its 
power, but by not having this multiplicity from 
outside, but by itself and from itself, and in this way 
being really one, and in its ore having unbounded- 
ness and multiplicity; and since it is like this it must 
appear everywhere as a whole, a single rational 
principle encompassing itself, and the encompassing 
principle must be nowhere parted from itself, but 
everywhere in itself. It certainly does not belong to 
another in the sense of being spatially divided; for it 
was before all the things in space and had no need of 
them, but they needed it, that they might be es- 
tablished. But in their establishment they did not 
move that one out of its seat 1n itself; for if that seat 
was moved they would perish with the perishing of 
their foundation and that which sets them firm, and 
on the other hand that one was not so stupid as to 
separate itself from itself and be torn to pieces, or, 
being kept safe in itself, to deliver itself to the 
untrustworthiness of place which needs it to be kept 
safe. 

10. It has the good sense, then, to remain 1n itself, 
and would not come to be in another; but those other 
things hang from it as if by their longing they had 
found where it is. And this is “Love camping on the 
doorstep”,! even coming from outside into the pre- 
sence of beauty and longing for it, and satisfied if in 
this way he can have a part in it; since the lover here 
below also has beauty in this way, not by receiving it 
[into himself] hut by lying with it, But that lone 


1 Cp. Plato Symposium 208C6-D3. 
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cat of évds èpaoraÌ moào! Shou épówres ov čyovoi 
otros, drar ëxwav 13 yàp Gor dv 13 épápevov. rôs äv 
6v exeivo abn dy mew dproî prov; ¿mei nad Sed. redro 
dpxei, br péva, xai kaAóv, Ste nâaw ÓXov. kal yàp Kal 
rò dporeiv zácw Ao: ài kal £vvàv cà époreiv, 


où rò pèr Bc, rò Bè BSI ör yedoiow yáp, «al rómov 
Bebpevor rà dpoveiv čorar. xai ody oro Tò dpoveiv, ds 
76 Aevkóv- ob yàp edparos rò dove. GAN’ elmep 
Šurc perdyoper roù dipoveiu, £v Bet 1 efuni? TÀ ahora 
mv éavt® avvóv. kai obTws exile», où poipas aùroù 
AaBóvres, oùðè SAov eye, GÀov è Kai ob, dnooracbèr 
Éxárepor éxarépou. jupotvrar ÔÈ kal éieAgaíar kai 
mca cóvobos ós els & rò dipovetv irre xal yopic 
Exaotos eis rà dpovev daBevís, cuuBáAMov 8 cis & 
mâs èv vij owdSw xal TH ds ddnOeds ovrécer cà dpovetr 
èyévvyoe xal eôpe ri ydp 8] Kad Bilp£ei, cs ji) &v Tå 
aire elvat voiv dm’ ou; di ópo dvres piv où% 
óp09 Soxobaw elvav oov ef r$ moMois rois BaKTBAoLs 
edanrduevos roù abrod dÀAov xal dMov édámreota: 
vopllos, i rjv aùrùv xopSiy pù óp» potat. caíoc cai 
ras yuyai dx ebarrépeda tod dyabod éypip 
evdupetofar. où yàp Gov per ey, GAdov Sè où 
édinrn, dÀMà oÔ aitod, ot8€ rod atrot pév, 
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beauty] remains by itself, arid the many lovers of the 
one love the. whole and have the whole like thi 
when they have it: for it was the whole that they 
loved. How, then, should that in its abiding not be 
sufficient for all? For it is for this reason that it 
suflices, because it abides, and it is beautiful because 
it is whole for all. For thought. also is whole for all, 
that 1s why “thought is common", not one thought 
here and another there: for that would be ridiculous, 
and thought would need space. And thought is not 
like white; for thought does not belong lo the body; 
but if we truly have à part in thought, it must be one 
and the same, all together with itself. And so we 
have our part in it from thence, not receiving por- 
tions of it, nor I one whole and you another, each 
torn apart from each. Assemblies of the people imi- 
tate this, and all meetings, being of people moving to 
a unity of thought; and each member is weak in 
thought but when everyone in the meeting, and the 
true meeting of minds, comes together into one, he 
generates and finds [true] thought; for what will 
keep them apart, so that the minds of one and 
another do not meet in the same? But though they 
are together, they do not seem so to us; as 1f someone 
touching the same thing with a number of fingers 
thought that he was touching one thing after an- 
other, or if, without seeing it, he plucked the same 
string. And besides, we ought to have borne in mind 
how with our souls we touch the Good. For I do not 
(ouch one good and you another, but the same, and 
not the same in such a way that one stream comes 
from it to me and another to you, so that it is 


! Heraclitus fr. B 113 DK. 
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Mov, darc rò pev elvai nov dvo, rà 8è wap! abrod 
IvrabÓa. cai (8i8wor) ! rò i8» rots Aappávovow, iva 
Bergie NipPdvente, leal Shere rà Bde] bo va 
aMorpéos, dA roís čavroô. ore! ob móumios 7j voepà 
Mag. ON E direi Sucarqadaiy.da’ dA gore 
zónois oúpasw 1j ddas dàou Gov ovyyevýs, Kai eis 
aùrò ù déaus kal Ñ Toino, Kal 76 ye cwpariKév Tod 
ravrds bpd xal máoye &v adré, «al oùõèv &ofer eis 
airs. ef & èri adparos oder Ewhev rob éx dicews 
afa detyourag aurá, ent mpdyparos ddiaardérou râs 
76 uber; èv TÔ aùrå dpa dvres Kai ópópev rayabdy 
xal èġanrópeða abrod poô dvres rois uerépois 
vonrois. kal xóopos els mod páMov exe’ 7} Sto xóopor 
aigthjroi corra. Spo pepepropéror, xal 3j aóaipa. 
3 voqrj, el otrws &, ds airy Bore dioica Ñ * 
yedoorépa erat, eirep TH pèv éaváyens óy«os Kal 
ellas, 5 Ae prmddy Reoprévy reve Iavcii wat davrüc 
éxorícerat. tí 8 Kai Eumdéiov roù eis &; o) yàp 5) rà 
črepov mob Odrepor rómrov où mapéyov—diamrep ody 
dpóvres nav nábqua. xal Bedprga Kai dos émoripas 
aiáous éni duyijs oó orevoywpovpévas. GAN eni oóoubr 
difaec ris où Suvaróv. AM’ od Bvraróv fy dv, erep Synoe 
daa» af dgfwol obala. 

11 CAD ate mà Armen mnphuer mapa’ maw 
côpa péyclos roocórov čyov; kal râs oè Siaorârar &y 
by «al ratird; 8 rois ġmópnror, wavew roô yov 


7. drropov rûs Savalas mreperríj mpobujig Boviopévov, 


? Kleist, Studien 91. 
? scripsi: } wEBRP°UCz, H-S: j R%J. 
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somewhere up there and what comes from it down 
here. And what gives gives to the recipients so that. 
they may really receive, not to alien recipients, but. 
to ils own. For intelligible giving is not pro- 
cessional. For even in bodies distant from cach other 
in their places, the giving of one is related to an- 
other, and the giving and making go to the same; and 
the bodily part of the All acts and is affected in itself, 
and nothing comes into it from outside. If then with 
body, which by nature in a way flees from itself, 
nothing comes from outside, how can there be any- 
thing frum outside in a thing unspaced? We are, 
then, in the same with the Good and see it and touch 
it being together with our own intelligibles. And the 
universe there is far more one; otherwise there will 
be two universes perceived by sense, divided in the 
same way, and the intelligible sphere, if it is one in 
this way, will be like this one; so that it will differ in 
that it will be more ridiculous, if this one here has 
bulk of necessity aud reasonably, but the other is 
going to stretch itself out and go outside itself when 
it has no need. But what can stand in the way of its 
unification? For certainly one will not push away 
the other by giving il no ruum — as if we do not see 
that every subject of study and observation and in 
general all bodies of knowledge are in the soul 
without being crowded. But, someone will say, this 
is not pussivle with substances No, is would not be 
possible if true substances were bulks. 

11. But how can the unspaced stretch over all 
body, which has so great a size? And how, being one 
and the same, is iv nul torn apart? This difficulty has 
often been raised, when the argument was excess- 
ively anxious to end the discursive reason's dif- 
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5 dmodéSeuerar pèv odv hn moMaxij, ái oras: Bet Bé 
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eudavralopdvar atirod ot Agowros, GAG epi atird 
ereis kviclovpérqs. ei Toivv xpdvos após 76 èv 7H 
abra pévov è odolg exer riy dyadoylay, gare 8 éxeln 
dj déow où pévov cQ det drreipos, EMA Kat ci) Surduer, 

ub xpi Kai mpis tary rjv dreplay ras õvvápews 
dvruapabovcar åroðoðvai pia dvcawopovpévq» xal 
eEnprnuévyy exetyys* rañs tà tan mus c xpdvey 
Écodons rods uévovca» Bivauuv Trew oboay rà moieiv, 
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peredapBdvovoa rars cis diaeus raðósov olv re 

30 adrg pevaAaBeiv, wdons piv wapotons, où zavri 8€ 


1 Igal, H-S*: érépa Enn. 
? Theiler, H-S: rés ody Enn. 
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ficulty. Well, it has already been demonstrated in 
many ways that it is so; bu: a bit of encouragement is 
required, though not the least but the greatest 
reason fur confidence is that uature expuunded as il 
is; it is not like a stone, like a great squared block of 
stone lying where itis and extending to the size itis, 
unable to exceed its bounds because it has been 
measured Lu this particular size butli by its bulk aud. 
by the stone-power limited along with it. But since it 
is the first nature and is not measured or bounded to 
the size it ought to be — for in this way it would be 
again measured by anotlier nature — il is all power, 
nowhere of this particular size. For this reason it is 
not in time either, but outside all time, for time is 
continually dispersed into distancing, but eternity 
abides in the same and Les the mastery aud is 
greater by its everlasting power than time which 
seems to go so far; it is like a line which seems to go 
on unlimitedly, but depends on a point, and as it 
runs round it the point is in dhe picture every where 
the line runs to, though the point does not run, but 
the line circles round it. If, then, time is related by 
analogy to that which abides in the same in sub- 
stance, bui thal nature is nul only uubounded 
because it is always but unbounded in power, one 
must also grant besides this unboundedness of power 
a nature running along over against it, swinging 
alongside that nature as it Laugs from it; this nature 
runs, somehow in step with time, to the abiding 
power which is greater [than it] by making [it], and 
whatever it is is somewhat extended along it and 
participates in this nature as far as il is pussible for 
it to participate; it is all present, but not all of it is 
seen in everything because of the incapacity of the 
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mráans évopupérns éSvvapla 705 Sroxeevov. mápeori 
Bé <dpibud>? ravdrdv mdvrn, ody ds rò evdov 
rpíycvov èv moñdoîs vÀeic dv [dpibue taùróv]," áX 
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yevópevos obbev ert Lyrhoeis, d) dmerneby raperBýoy eis 


1 Theiler, H-S? 

2 ace’ Gs (SC. &ye)) Igal: évet (e- B) imp (-w U) BUG, H-S 
(locus nondum sanatus"): évi #Aqu E: év + lac. 4 litt, + iq A: 
& dour ye. Oy A? (= Ficinus) E, Kirchhoff. 
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underlying recipient. But it is present the same in 
number everywhere, not like the triangle in matter 
which is multiplied by being in many, but like the 
immaterial triangle itself from which those in mat- 
ter derive. Why then is not the triangle in matter 
everywhere, if the immaterial triangle is every- 
where? Because not every matter participates in it, 
but every matter has sometaing different, and not 
every matter is suitable for every Form. For even 
prime matter is not all adapted to every Form, but to 
the primary kinds [of bodily Form] and then others 
upon them. Form 1s certainly 1n some way present to 
cverything. 

12. How then is it present? As one life: for life in a 
living being does not reach only so far, and then is 
unable to extend over the whole, bat it is every- 
where. But if someone again enquires how, let bim 
call to mind its power, that there is not a certain 
quantity of it, but if he divides it endlessly in his 
discursive thought he always has the same power, 
endless in depth; for it does not have matter there in 
the intelligible, that it might fall short along with 
the size of its bulk and come to little. If then you 
grasp the endlessness for ever welling up in it, the 
unwearying and unwearing nature which in no way 
falls short in it, boiling over with life, we may say, if 
you concentrate your attention somewhere or fix 
your gaze on a particular point you will not find it 
there, but the opposite will happen to you. For you 
will most certainly not step out of it and go past it, 
and again you will not stop a: a littleress as if it had 
no more to give in its falling short little by little; but 
you will be able to run along with it, or rather come 
to be in All and seek nothing any more, or you will 
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ow Brérew. 
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give up and pase out of it to something else and fall 
by not seeing what is present because you are look- 
ing at another. But if "you will seek nothing any 
more", however will this happen to you? Now it is 
because you approached the All and did not remain 
ina part of it, and you did not even say cf yourself "I 
am just so much”, but by rejecting the "so much” 
you have become all — yet even before this you were 
all; but because something else came to you after the 
]" you became less by the addition: for the ad- 
dition did not come from being — you will add 
nothing to that — but from non-being. And when 
someone has come to be also from non-being he is 
not all except when he rejects the nor-being. You 
will increase yourself then by rejecting all else, and 
the All will bé present to you in your rejection; but if / 
it is present in your rejection and does not appear 
when you are with the other things, it cid not come 
in order to be present, but you went away when it 
was not present. But if you went away, it was not 
from it — for it is present — and you did not even go 
away then, but were present and turned the opposite 
way. For in this way the other gods also when many 
are present often appear to one, because that one 
alone is able to see them. But these are the gods 
who"in many forms travel round our cities" 1; but to 
that god the cities turn, and all the earth and all the 
sky, who everywhere abides by himself and ın him- 
self and has from himself being and the things which 
really are down to soul and life depending on him 
and moving to an unbounded unity by his sizeless 
unboundedness. 

! Homer Odyssey 17. 486, quoted (with disapproval) by 
Plato Republic II 381D4. 
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